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Ht 8 Toon not think; that I can do any thing more SO NOK to Gd d the | 
r c Father, or to our Saviour, or to the Chriſtian Doctrine, or! the 
—_— „ Chriſtian Church, and thar moſt oolebrated Part of it, the Church of 
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1 | 4 England; than by N to our "heavenly a rk whom alone 
' | =. | cc 

N 5 ER SE a wen 2 Kn Articles of Faith; which, _ 05 aner 
V 4 detriment to the Church and Faith, not the Romiſh Church only, but 
2 5 i ® thoſe alſo, who þoaſt themſ elves to be, above others, the genuine 0 
=. - 4 Sons of the Church of England; yea,. even her Prieſts, have 
. | | & aſcribed to the F athers, Councils,” &c. 1 2 . F 


IF . | „„ Whitby J Differtar, de 'Script. Interp. Pref. Sed, 5 
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Stem. : 
The Article F mean is J 8 that it was the Lord of Glory 
(tr Cor. ii, 8.) or the Lord who bought us; or, in other words, that 
it was the ſame divine Perſon, Nature, and Subſtance, which was in 
the beginning with God N + fe; Ut je pains of the Kral and 
Suffered for manki nd. 4.7 20 

This is the Doctrine; which, in St. Pauls days, was to the 
 Fews a Stumbling-block ; ; and to the Greeks, Fooliſhneſs ; 1 Cor. i. 23. 
and ſeems to have been looked-upon in the ſame light, for theſe 
1400 years, by the Councils; ; and by almoſt all the different Seas 
of Chriſtians*,---The Cerintbians denied it; out of a pretenſe, that 
the divine Nature or Subſtance,- which they called Chr A, left the 
man Jeſus at his Death---The Sabellians denied it; by mainteining, 
that the Logos was God; and that Chriſt had no exiſtence, before his 
Birth of the Virgin Mary: (alium eſſe Dei verbum, alium Chriſtum J 
and that it was bis Chr ift who ſuffered.---The Socinians denied it; 
by mainteining, that Chr was a mere Man; ; UN avbewr os" actuated 
indeed by the Spirit of God dwelling in him; but his Sufferings 
were only thoſe of a mere Man---And the Athanafians deny it; 
by allerting, that the Eſſence of the Son of God is impaſlible, 


— Let. 'L p. 16668 < 67 SMILES & N Let. I. p- 15. "KK +4 , 7231 
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And this is the doQrine of all the European Churches, whether 


Proteſtant or Papiſt; who receive the four firſt general Councils, 


as the Teſts of Here. 
All theſe Sects, though differing from one another in ſome par- 


ticulars, yet agree to maintein the ſame Concluſion ; viz. that the 


pains of the Croſs were not ſuffered or felt by that Being, Subſtance, 


Eſſence, or Perſon, who was in the beginning with God; but by 


ſome other,; who had no exiſtenee till above 4000 years after the 
Creation of the world; and then was joined to him in the Body, 
which was born of the Virgin Mary, And the reaſon, upon which 
the Athenaſians build their opinion, is this; that the Son of God 
was. generated from the Subſtance of the Father; and was therefore 


impaſſible. 


Thus one of the moſt important Articles of Chriſtianity; I may 


venture to ſay, the moſt important of them all; has been long 
given-up and loſt, among the philoſophical Chriſtiaus, upon the 
Authority of a metaphyſical Argument; againſt the plane Hiſtory of 
the New Teſtament. And from hence ariſes the neceſſity, (if we would 


maintein, that it was the Lord of . Glory that bought us, by his 
own ſufferings, and humiliation ; and not a mere Spirit, which was 


Joined to him ;) that we examine this metaphyfical Argument to the 
bottom: vis. whether the Sen af God is indeed generated from the 


Father's SubPance, and therefore impaſſible'; or whether this notion 
i founded upon a falſe t,, 88 
The diſcuſſing of this queſtion will help to clear the Chriſtian 
Religion from many difficulties, unknown to the Apoſtles and pri- 
mitive Chriſtians ; in which the preſent Syſtem of Orthodoxy is in- 
volved: and I thall venture to add, that thoſe Divines have much 
to anſwer for; who have introduced theſe difficulties in the way 
to truth, which for many ages have prevented, in a great mea- 
ſure, the propagation of Chriſtianity among the Fews, Mahome- 
tans, and Deifts. And it is in vain for the Chriſtian Divines to 
complain, as they do, of the increaſe of Deiſm; whilſt they them- 
ſelves are determin'd to defend theſe Errors, at all Events; merely 
-becauſe they find them already introduced. © | 

I have not the leſt doubt; that it was ſuch ſtumbling blocks, as 
we ſhall meet with in the following pages; which have been 
looked-upon as orthodox, and inculcated as eſſential doctrines of 


_ Chriſtianity, without any Authority from Scripture; and not any 


thing 
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thing that can be found in the New Teſtament ; which prevaled 
with Bati, the Prince of the Tartars, to prefer Mahometiſm to 


fundamental Article of Chriſtianity be-reſtored:; that God ſo loved 


the world, that he gave his only Son (and not the Perſon of his 
only Son, abſtracted from his Eſence; nor an other Spirit, that 


was. joined to him ;) to fuffer for Mankind: and by that amazing 
iuſtance of his Love reconciled the World to Himſelf; and gained 
over fuch prodigious numbers to Chriſtianity, in oppoſition to all 
the powers of the Earth: and we ſhould ſoon find, it would now 


have the ſame effect upon both the Reaſon and the Paſſions of 


mankind ; as formerly. But, while we continue to be aſhamed of 


this doctrine; and argue, that we muſt not think ſo meanly of the Son 
of God; as to imagine his Eſſence to be ſubjeft to the ſufferings of the 
fleſh*: we loſe the whole Spirit of the Goſpel Diſpenſation, and 
cConfounde ourſelves with metaphyſical ſubtilties; and are not able 


*% 


_ Chriſtianity . He could never have done this; if Chriſtianity had 
. been repreſented to him in its native frmplicity. And let but this 


to explane the Chriſtian Syſtem, or even what is called the Apoſtles”. 


Creed, wthout loading it with a thouſand incouſiſtences aud con- 
tradictions ; which it is impoſſible for any man of Senſe to believe. 
Epiphanius, who has written fo largely and ſo learnedly againft 
the Heretics; gives us the orthodox doctrine of the ſufferings of 
Chriſt, as it was underſtood in his time, and has been underſtood 
everſince; in the following words:: 
% But, if the impaſſible Word of God ſuffered theſe things; [the 
4 indignities before mentioned] the ſuffering was corporeal, difint# 


„ from his impaffibility; and yet not diſtinct, becauſe it was well- 


4 


* 


pleaſing to him, that though he did not ſuffer, jy ard g/oij os , 
C6 
„ garment does not reach the body of him who wears it, and 
„ yet is RECKONED to him; ſo God ſuffered in the Fleſh, his 
6e e e nothing. But the ſuffering of the Fleſh, which 
4 fleſh wa 
«« that our Salvation might be by him. Ancor. ch. 36. | 
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Let. VII. p. 151. 7 Bp. Pearſon. 


yet the ſufferings ſhould be reckoned to him; and as a ſpot in a. 
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borne by the Divinity, was reckoned to the Divinity: 
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Here we ſee, in the firſt place; that, if the Chriſt, when St. 


Paul declares to be paſſible ; 7 arabiſſos 0 Rego, Acts xxvi. 23.) be the 


ſame Being, whom Epiphamius means by the Word of God, and 
declares to be impaſſible; the two doctrines are contradictory to 
one another. And, 2dly ; that, if there was no other ſuffering, but 
that of the fleſh, which was borne by the Divinity; the ſuffering of 
the Logos was only nominal. The Mohammedans have improved 
upon this notion: aud declare, that we muſt not think ſo meanly 
of the Son of God: as to 2 that he ſuffered at all. | 


A D v E u T 1 8 E * E N T. 


As the Editor of the Seven Lt to El 2 Eons advertiſed His 
Nee that he ſhould publiſh the Letter upon the Subject of the 
Generation of Jeſus Chriſt, which was written to Ben Mordecai 
'by Khalid Eb'n Abaallah, a Mohammedan Derviſe; it becomes 
neceſſary to inform them, that the ſaid Letter having been greatly 


enlarged, altered, and improved, by Ben Mordecai himſelf; with 
a Deſign, as the Editor Imagines, to be publiſhed as a Continuation 


of his Apology; He has therefore ne it moſt Proper to projet 
it to the Public in that Form. 
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P. R E FA 0 E, page iii. rrary Mare of the HomGouſian 


Chap. I. How the Di ſputes Cauncilt. 5 
concerning the Antemundane Ge- ——_ conſequences of the, z emioufian 
r . 


neration of Chriſt far r/t began in Souls of Men thought bon zen fe with God. 


the Chr tian Church; and the 1 Arius believed: the Son to be ; 
vrfible. | | 


Homoouſian Doctrine was ga- Bichop Bull quoted. 


bl ed, as an Article o Fai 5. The Logos ſuppoſed to be the Angel of the | 
fo ” f b 53 5 ee by the Antients. 1 


: The Faith of the firſt ages. ; 
| F bete Sabellias . g the Chriſtians ws . with the de- 
of believing two Gods. . . 
How” anſwered by the Antenictne from TH e nn to aceount 
cripture. 
How anſwered by che Hombtufians,. F * * Chriſt deſcended i in appearance | 
A ot 18 Auth Biſhop Pearſon's Hypotheſis examined. 
5 Euſebius, + ithority; *. The Sen The Chriſt, who was in the beginning with”: 
' God, ſuffered. . _ 
Two Rules of Faith, © Toy oe” „ Denied the Council of Chaleedon, and | 
| by Cyril and Epiphanius. | 
Chap. 1 That the. Homk. The opinion of the Antenicenes. | 
Chriſt ſuffered ;. and therefore-not hamiou- 
oduſian Doctrine is incon 70 with * RE: 


the Sufferings of Chriſt, and his Chap. HI.- The neceſſity ity of er 
Deſcent from Heaven; as reveled amining the different Senſes, in 

in the New 7. eftament, and under- ' which the Homöouſian DoZtrine . 
flood by the primitive Chriſtians: is explaned; and ſhewing.them all. 
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The Fathers oy thing, to defend their 


notions. 


1 _ ome quoted, to prove this. - 
op Bull's account of the Arian! con» 


duct, very ſuſpicious ; 


And a mere fallacy—Why they reſuſed 


ſubſcribing to the word Homioufios. 
What the different Sects mean'd by the. 
word. 
Of the Sabellian Doctrine. | 
Of the P/eudo-athana/ian Doctrine. 
Of the Athanaſian Doctrine. 
Of the Fperichore/is. 
Dr. Fh<tby's objection. 
Conſequences of the Perichorz, 7.70 


Chap. IV. The Progreſs of 


the Diſputes betaween the Athana- 


fans and Arians, and between the. 


Homoovfians themſelves, to the 
preſent Times. - P- 32 


The Arians degraded, and baniſhed. 
The whole Church divided in opinion. 
The Hemioufians prevale. . 


Contradict 8 made and ellabliſhed. 
Appeals to Scripture eee to be 


Heretical. 
Prateelas quoted. 
The ancient Fathers cit of . 


All antiquity Arian; according to Petawins. 


'The Peripatetic Philoſophy prevales e 


the Athanaſiars. 
The Homioufrans divided. 


ictory Propoſitions. 
Homioufian Doctrine not apoſtolical, 


Chap. V. What Authority is 156 
10 be allowed to the General Coun- 
«ils :- and particularly to the Coun- 
cil of Nice; by which the Homo- 


_ oufian Defirine was, firft ga. 


bliſhed. _ 


The Authority of general Councils in 
England. 

Rome receives or rejects them, as the pleaſes. 

The little regard paid to them by the 
Churches. 5 — 

Dr. Hammond quoted. 

No Council ever was General. 


5 heap of Confuſion and. . Iyconfiftency. 


4. condfSss 16: 


The: opinion of Sabinus, Biftiop of Heraclea, | 


about the Nicene Creed. 
Archbiſhop Wake quoted; | ES - 9 
Atdrew Marvel quoted. SS 
| r quoted. | | F 
| + of en qu 5 = 
=: aſcribes Ae Abedes 6 to 5 2 
ee of Nice. 1 
of the Church of England eſta - = 
ſhed by the aid of the holy Ghoſt, = 
A of Socrates againſt Sabinus, = 
_ The Argument improved and amended by: "$ 
Biſhop Bull. Fe 
The Argument examined. —A Miracle i in ö 
Confirmation of the Nicene Doctrine. < 


The ane of it examined by: Dr. 
Whitby. 


General Counoils, and the Autha= . 
rity f their Canons: the Origin 


of the preſent Tet of Herey, i 


which joins the Four firſt General 4 
_ with the ' Four , ro 
a to the ; ik in ITY 4 
Of the Council of bee » and 2 
Canons. TS * 8 
What ſort of men it conſiſted * BH 
Of he Council of Epheſus, and how con- : 1 
ducted. 3 3 
Of the Council of Chalcedans „ 1 
* diſputes about it. | e 
he fo . qa be C0 an FS four | 1 
ils How the Council came at 7 
laſt to lth order, Council's d 
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He is therefore called God the Father, becauſe he is the Fountain ; and the Viſdom, becauſe 
that by which all things were diſpoſed ; and the Law, becauſe that by which they will that 
all things that ſo remain as they are diſpoſed. © The Fountais then, and be that is of it, and B-: 
by whom theſe two love [one] another, are Three. And theſe Three are therefore One, 
becauſe theſe two are ſo of One, as not to be ſeparate from him: but they are from him, be- 
cauſe not of themſelves: and they are zz him, becauſe not ſeparate, and they are the ſame as 
he, and he the ſame as they; and they not the ſame as he, and he not the ſame as they, 
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another; upon dene of. about ſuch ſubjectss. 
The ill conſequences. of theſe. nine we ah an end to, 
as might have been hoped and 


a + 


ouncils; but thoſe very. deciſions, b g for 
Joſophy; and huddled-up* into a Ke * 
ve, been teeming ever hince with new and u e 
have overwhelmed the WI Chriſtia Syſtem. 7 th conful FP 

In the following pages, it is propoſed to inquire into the 5 | 


of the learned Chriſtians, both ancient and modern, cance 
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the antemundane Generation of Feſus Chrift from the Subſtance of 
the Father; as it was underſtood and eſtabliſhed at the Nicene 
Council: the Reaſons, by which that opinion has been ſupported; 
and the Authority, upon which the belief of it hath been bound 
upon all ſucceding ages. C 8 

In the firſt ages of Chriſtianity, the Chriſtians believed in God, 
the Father Almighty; and in Jeſus Chriſt, his only Son, our Lord; 
and, till they undertook to explane the manner, in which the Son of 
God was ſuppaſed to tbe generated from the Father's Subſtance ; 
they found no difficulty in believing, that he was conceived by 
the Holy Ghoſt, born of the Virgin Mary, ſuffered under Pontius 
Pilate, &c: and, during this ſimple Faith, there was no mention 
made of two Gods b; but all acknowledged the Father to be the 
only true God, till the time of Noetus and Sabellius; whoſe 
Hereſy, if we believe Bail and Epiphanius, conſiſted in the 
belief of one ſingular Subſtance in the Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſte: and theſe accuſed the orthodox Chriſtians, that they be- 
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n 222 Free EX" 
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is what: Euſebius declares to be in his time the doQrine of the 
Church: If they fear,“ ſays he, leaft we profeſs Two Gods; 
let them know, that, although we profeſs the Son to be God, 
yet there is only ons God t: namely, He, who alone is without 
beginning, who is unbegbtten, who poſſeſſeth divinity of Himſelſ, 
who is the cauſe of the Son's exiſtence, by whom even the Son 
confeſſeth that he hath life; Fo. vi. 57. ; and who gave to the Son 
to have life in Himſelf; Ju. v. 26. from whence the Son teacheth, 
that the Father is our God, and his God; Fo. xx. 7. and whom 
the Apoſtle teacheth to be the Head of the Son; Eph. i. 22. Now. 
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if there is but One Principle and Head; how can there be Two 


Gods s? Is not He the only One God; who hath no Superior? to 
whom no other was the cauſe of his exiſtence? who, as his own 
peculiarity and right, poſſeſſing divinity, unbegotten, and without 


beginning, made the Son Partaker of his Life and Divinity; put 


all things in ſubjection under Him, commanded Him, taught 
Him, gave Him all things, glorified Him, exalted Him above all; 
declared Him king of all, delivered up to Him all judgement; to 
whom the Son offers up his prayers, whom he obeys, to whom 


he gives thanks, and whom he teacheth us to believe, that He is 


the only true God; whom he profeſſeth to be greater than Himſelf; 


and Would have us all know, that Fe, who exiſts above all, is 


even His Godb? OY SP BP 910-14 nc vie th ahts 
Here we ſee the pure and primitive Faith, as it is in the Scrip- 
ture; before it was adulterated by intermixing a falſe e 
with the doctrines of the New Teſtament.— But the Council of 

Nice was not contented with ſuch proofs of the Unity; as were 
found in the Word of God, and had been mainteined in the Church 


till that time; but choſe to anſwer the Sabellians, upon the prin- 


ciples of the then-reigning Philoſophy: and accordingly they de- 
creed, that the Son of God was of, or out of, the Subhſtance of 
God; and that the Father and Son were one God, becauſe they 
were both of the ſame indivifible Subſtance: and, in their diſputes with 
the Euſebians, inſtead of keeping to the words of Scripture, that 
Chriſt was, & Os, of or from God; they ſubſtituted their own 


Comment, in the place of the Text; and required them to ſubſcribe, 


as to an article of Faith, under the penalty of an anathema; that 
Chriſt was of or from the Subſtance of God: ix Thg dg Ts Oe i: thus 
ſetting their own opinions upon a level with the Word of God. 
It is true; the moſt learned and ſenſible of the Homoouſians 
were conſcious, that this proceding was wrong: but probably they 
were overborne by votes, or perhaps by ſome other reaſon, to act 
contrary to their judgement. reneus, who lived before the 


Council of Nice; hath written a whole Chapter, to prove the Ge- 


neration of the Son inexplicable; and all the Fathers fince that 


s Athanaſius ſpea ks in the ſame adp Cory N ples dp, nai} uad 0e 116 Su, Orat. 4 
» Whitby Piſs, mod. p. 175.—Euſeb, I. I. e. 11 R to Waterland's Def. 5. Cuad- 


worth Intel. Syſ. 608, 
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time acknowledged it to be inſorut' able; neither known to Angels, 
nor Arch- angels, nor Principalities, nor Powers; but only to the 
Father who begat, and the Son who was begotten. Alexander 
of Alexandria tells us, that John conceled the Generation of 
the Logos; becauſe it was incomprehenſible to Men and Angels: 
and we cannot, without impiety, dive into the myſtery I. Baſil 
ſays, we ought not to aſcribe any thing to God; but what is aſcribed 
to him in #he Seripture: and ought not to ſpeak of God, but in 
Scripture T erms m. Euſebius declares; that the confuſion and diſtur- 
bance, introduced into the Chureh, was owen to the uſe of unſeriptural 
phraſes», Athanaſius himſelf tells us, that the Nicene Council 
at firſt propoſed only to uſe ſeriptural words and phraſes againſt 
the Arians; as, that the Son was of the Father; and Chriſt was the 
Son of God: but, fays Ahanaſius, when they found that the Euſe- 
bians * would evade all theſe expreſſions by equivocation 3 [that is, 
when they found them ready to ſubſoribe to the words of Scrip- 
ture, in a different ſenſe from their own ;] they conceived them. 
ſelves neceſſitated more planely to declare, what they mean'd by 
being of God, or ont of God; and therefore added, that the Son 
i was of the Subſtance of "God. Thus we fee, the Atha- 
' aſians were not contented with a ſubſcription to the words of 
Scripture; which, they were conſcious, was the only ſubſcription 
they had any right to require: but inſiſted upon a ſubſcrip- 
tion to their own Interpretation and Comment; which they knew 


= - 


they had no right to do. VF 
And not only private Men, but the Councils alſo, ſa the in- 
convenience, if not the wiekedneſs, of reſtraining the terms of 
Communion in this manner; as appears, from their endeavour to 
prevent athers from doing the ſame; and ordering, in reſpect to 


* Mpitby Dif. mod. pref. xxvi.— Iren. I. ii. c. 48. p. 176. Edit; Grabe. l De Vera 
fide, 120. Burnet againſt Hill, p. 488 Contra Eunom, I. ii. p. 44. Þ Theed. I. i. 
o The Faith of Euſebius of Cz/area upon this ſubject was that of the moſt ancient Fathers : 
but, becauſe it confeſſed a Subordination of the Son to the Father, it is frequently repreſented 
as Ariaxi/m; notwithſtanding it is founded ypon the above and many other * Texts of 
Scripture; and is fairly acknowledged by Pztavius, Cudworth, Huetius, Furicu, &c. to have 
been the general opinion of Antiquity ; long before Arius was born. — 80 that men have for 


* 


way ages been afraid to maigtein che Supremacy of the Father; for. fear of being look'd 
upon as Arians. And yet they dare not deny, that the greateſt of all natural Perfections be- 
longs to the Father on/y; and that is, UNORIGINATE SELFEXISTENCE,—Let, I. Note x. 

2 Cudwwerth, 608. — 2 , | 


ſome 
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ſome articles, that no farther addition ſhould be made: “ like an 
« intemperate Father; who, becauſe he knows he does ill, 
i enjoins. temperance to his Sons; but continues to be intemperate 
But their Exemple prevailed above their Precepts ; and ſucceding 
Conncils ſaw, that they themſelves had the ſame right, authority, 
and power, to eſtabliſh the Pope's Supremacy, and the Worſhip of 
Images; that the Nicene Council, or any other, had to eſtabliſh the 
homooufian doctrine. e 15 5 
The conduct of Euſebius was very extraordinary; upon this oc- 
cafion. He wrote to his Church, that he agreed to the anathema 
againſt Arius; becauſe he had uſed unſcriptural expreſſions: ſuch 
as theſe, that . there was [a time] when the Son was not; and 
4% was begotten*®;” (phraſes, which he had certainly a right to uſe, 
in explaning his o. ä meaning; though he had no authority to 
impoſe them as articles of Faith on other men:) and yet this ſame 
Euſebius ſigned to the uuſcriptural word bende, which was not 
only put into the Nicene Creed; but impoſed upon all Chriſtians, 
as an article of Faith, under an anathema. Upon which, I ſhall 
beg leave to quote the words of Dr. Fer. Taylor; as beiog directly 
% ³ ·¹—W ·ů· . ITOn, 5 1 
„ This I ſay; not that I believe it unlawful or unſafe for the 
Church, or any of the Auifſtites Religionis, or any wiſe man, to 
extend his on Creed to any thing; that may certainly follow 
„% from any one of the articles [which he believes]: but I ſay, 
that no ſuch deduction is fit to be prefed. on others; as an Article 
%, Faith: and that every deduction, that is ſo made, uuleſs it 
*« beſuch a thing as is at fir evident to 4; is but ſufficient to 
„make a Human Faith, nor can it amount to a Divine: much 
++ lefs can it be obligatory to bind a perſon of a different per- 
ſuaſion to ſubſcribe, under pain of loſing his Faith, or being 4 
Heretic. For it is a demonſtration; that nothing can be Murk 
ſary to be believed, under pain of damnation ; but ſuch, prapo- 
« -fitions, of which it is certain, that God hath. ſpoken and taught 
„them to us; and of which it is certain, that this is the ſenſe 
66 and pur paſe. For, if the ſenſe be uncertain, we can no more 


FT ajbor's Lib, of Propb. is. 5 34: 31. 4 Niceph. vill. cap, 22. 
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4, 'be obliged to believe it in-a certain Rüde chan: we are obligeck t to 


believe it at a l, if it were not certain, that God delivered it. 


* But if it be only certain, that God ſhake it; and not' certain, 75 


« what Senſe; our Faith is to be as, indeterminate, as its Senſe. 


<« And it can. be no other, in the Nature of the Thing; * nor is it 
4% conſonaut to God's ad enn to believe of him, that he can or 


will require more. And this I alſo affirm; although the Church 


„ of any one denomination, or repreſented | ina Cane, ſhall eee 
the deduction or declaration: 15 2200 


However, it was by the Authority of the Church, repteſentel in 


a Council; that human Articles were firſt ſet upon a level with the 


Word of God: and an exemple was given to all ſucceding gene- 


. rations; to add what they pleaſed to the words of Scripture, by 


way of comment; and then eſtabliſh that comment, by an arbitrary 


. decree. And though perhaps it may be-ſaid-; that they meaned nd 


harm, they only explaned the words of Scripture, they only guarded 
againſt Hereſy, they only added the ſingle word Subſtance, to aſcer- 
lain the ſenſe which they believed to be orthodox; yet, as this doc- 
trine was enforced by Yiolence, it was followed by a ſcene of 
Blood and Cruelty, that almoſt ruined the whole Chriſtian Church, 
This was the firft public and open Apoſtaſy of the Church, from the 
Word of God to the determinations of Men; and proved the ſeed, 
:the root, the foundation of all the eſtabliſhed Errors, which have 
from that time to this infeſted the Chriſtian Faith. The Criterion 
of Truth and Orthodoxy was no longer confined to the Scripture ; 
or Chri ian Verity : But an other Rule of Faith ſprung- up, founded 
upon Tradition and the Decrees of Councils; which was called 
the Catholic Religion: and ' theſe two Rules of Faith frequently 
contradicted one another, in ſuch material articles; as at length di- 
vided the Church into wat may be called two different Religions. 
The Papiſis, adhering to Tradition and the Decrees of the 
Church; mainteined all the Errors, that had been introduced by 
thoſe means: ſuch as prayers for the Dead, prayers to Saints 
and Angels, the worſhip of Images, Tranſubſtantiation, and 
other Errors unknown to the Chriſtian Verity, or Scripture. And 
the Proteſtants, on the other hand, adhering to the Chriſtian Verity, 
rejected all theſe doctrines; and thereby got rid of numberleſs abſur- 
dities and contradictions: : but, as they did not keep ſtrictly to the 


t Taylor's Lib, of rok 68. i. 12. 


firſt 


firſt Principle of their Reformation, in receiving the Scripture or 
Chriſtian Verity as the only Rule of Faith; but unadviſedly joined | 
with it the decrees of the four .firſt General Councils, (commonly _ 
ſo called) and other Articles of human compoſition, not expreſſed =_ 
in Scripture. Terms; they ſtill continue entangled in many incon- | 
ſiſtencies and contradictions, whereever theſe rent Rules of Faith 

happen to diſagree. An inſtance of the miſchief which has ariſen 

from hence to the Chriſtian Religion, will appear very manifeſtly 

in the next Chapter; with regard to the homooufian doftrine— 


0 b „ 


That the Homöouſian doctrine is inconſiſtent with the Sufferings of 


- 


Defeat. from 
Teſtament, and undepſtood 


nt, nat » the primitive Chriftians: and is only 
ſupported by the arbitrary aecrees of the Homgouſian Councils. 


7 HILE the metaphyſical queſtion, concerning the eternal 
Generation of the Son from the Father's Subftance, went 
no farther than the Learned ; and Chriſtians did not draw Con- 
ſequences from it, which ſubverted the fundamental Articles of 
_ Chriſtianity ; it was of no great ſignification to the Body of the 
common people, how it was underſtood by the Learned: and there- 
fore Conflantine, in his excellent epiſtle to Alexander and Arius, 

calls it a vain queſtion; ill begun, and more unadviſedly pub- 
liſhed ;. a, fruitleſs controverſy, the product of idle hours; a matter 
ſo nice, ſo obſcure, ſo intricate ; that it was neither to be explaned 
by the Clergy, nor underſtood by the Laity ; but moſt dangerous, 

when taught, leaſt it ſhould introduce Diſcord or Blaſphemy *.— 

But fince this and ſuch like queſtions have been made the Teſts of 
Hereſy ; and the lives and liberties of the common people are con- 
_ cerned in them, as is the caſe in England; and the diſcord and 
| blaſphemy, which the Emperor foretold, have been long ago in- 
troduced into the Church; it is high time to examine this queſtion 
to the bottom: and not be afraid to be looked-upon as raſh and 
inconſiderate, upon that account: fince nothing of a more dan- 


_—_ * Sora, Eecl. Hift, B. l. ch, vii.Tayler's Lib. of Proph. ſect. i. Ne 26,—See Append. Ne IV. 
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gerous nature can poſſibly aziſe from our Inquiries ; than from ſuf- 
fering an opinion to go-on in the Church unqueſtioned, from 
which even thoſe, who call themſelves the Orthodox, have' drawn 
ſuch concluſions; as contradi& the planeſt and moſt fundamental 
Articles of the New Teſtament : as You have already obſerved, in 
the Poſtſcript to your third Letter to Eliha Levi, ' © 
It is not ſo great a wonder, that the homoonfian doctrine was at 
firſt admitted into the Church; as that it was continued, after 
[Chriſtians were ſenſible of its fatal conſequences. For, when it 
was firſt introduced, many believed, according to the Philoſophy 
then in faſhion ; not only that the Son of God, but Angels alſo, 
and the Souls of Men were conſub/antial with God; and generated 
from the divine Subſtance»; and for a long time Chriſtians 
did not ſeem to apprehend, that any thing would be concluded 
from this doctrine; contrary to the reeht of Chriſt from Heaven, 
or his Sufferings for Mankind. But after Chriſtians began to 
examine more ſtrictly and philoſophically into the conſequences of 
it, they found themſelves involved in unſuſpected and inextricable 
difficulties: for, if the Souls of Men were con/ubftantial with God; 
it followed, from the Principles of the Athanafians; that the Souls 
of Men were God: for the Athanafians held, that-whatſoever is 
conſubſtantial with God, is God®. It followed alſo, with regard to 
_ Feſus Chriſt; that, if He was conſubſtantial with the Father; he muſt 
Se impaſſible, and incapable of local motion; and confequently, in 
direct contradiction to the New Teſtament, he could neither de- 
ſeend from Heaven; nor ſuffer on the Croſs. e 


be firſt of theſe notions, viz. that the Souls of Men were con- 
ſubſtantial with God, was fo palpably abſurd; that by degrees it 
grew out of faſhion: but the ConſubRantiality of the Son continued 


to be. an article of Faith, both among the ancients and moderns, 


b Cicero ſays; audiebam Pythagoram, Pyr hagoreosque incolas pene noftros, qui eſſent Ialici 
Philoſophici quondam nominati, nunquam dabitaſſe; quin ex univerſa mente diving ,delibatos 
animos haberemus. Caro Maj. c. 21. And Epiphanius ſays; Particulam quandam Dei, eamque 
immortalem eſſe prædicant Stoici. Her. v. p. 12 n | 
Tertullian ſays; Tu non tantum factus, aer ipſtus Dei) Subſtantia animatus, adv. Prax. 
c. F. — And FJerom tells us; that Origan taught, omnes rationales Naturas, i. e. Patrem Filium 
& Spiritum S8. Angelos, Poteſtates, Dominationes, cæterasque Virtutes, ipſum quoque Homi- 
nem ſecundum animæ dignitatem unius eſſe Subſtantiæ. Epiſt. ad Avit.— And Ladgantius - 
ſays; denique omnibus Angelis, quos idem Deus de Spiritu uo figuravit, Epiſt. cxlii. Edit. 
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Reply to Waterland's Def. 55. 285. 266. 328. 2 
% Cadavorth, 608 to 611. | | # 
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However, the Ante- nicenes were fo far from holding the conſe- 
quences of this doctrine, which have been fince admitted ; that 
they believed the Son to be finite, viſible and paſſible as appears 
by ſeveral quotations from* them, in the third letter to Eliſba 
Levi dj. And Biſhop Bull confeſſes fairly; that almoſt all the Ca- 
tholic Writers, before the days of Arius, ſeem not to have known 
any thing of the Inviſibility or Immenſity of the Son of God : and 
ſpeak of him in ſuch a manner; as if, even in reſpect of his divine 
nature, he was finite, viſible, and confined in place. For, when they 
would prove; that the Perſon, who appeared and converſed with the 
Patriarchs, was the Son of God; they generally made uſe of this 
disjunctive argument: He, who was then ſeen, was either the. Son 
of God; or acreated Angel; or God the Father That he was not 
a created Angel, they concluded; becauſe he was ſtiled by the Holy 
Ghoſt, Fehovah ; or God: that He was not the Father, they prove; 
becauſe the Father is immenſe, filling all places, and circumſcribed 
by none—for which reaſon it is impious to entertein a thought, that 
the ſame argument they teach, that the Son is viſible ©" __ 
Biſhop Bull, who believed the Son to be equally immenſe and 
omnipotent as the Father * ; makes a faint effort to get rid of this 
argument, which the primitive Fathers made uſe of; by ſaying, 
Perhaps they mean'd no more; than only that the Son conde- 
ſcended to appear, by ſome external Symbols of his Preſence *.” . But 
what a-palpable Evaſion muſt this have been; when Chriſt ap- 
peared ſo often to Moſes, as a man; and ſpake to him face to face, 
as a man ſpeakethto his Friend? Was this no more than an exter- 
nal Symbol? was it not a perſonal appearance? However, the 
Biſhop immediately anſwers his own Objection; and replies very 
juſtly—“ If the appearance [they ſpeak of] was only by Sym- 
a bols; even God the Father, it might be thought, might equally 
in this manner have manifeſted himſelf to men; without any 
„ diminution of his Majeſty.” To which he gives no other an- 
ſwer, but only tells us flatiy; that truely the primitive Fathers 
think otherwiſe: for, in their opinion, God the Father never was, 
nor ever could be, ſeen of any one; not even by any aſſumed 


he appeared in any place and ſmall corner of the Earth and by 


* 


Let. III. 5 74. & g. 73 Bull op. p. 267.—Let. I. P- 30. Bulli o p. 267. 27 2. 
ek: quibuſdam in locis ſenſibilia ſuæ Præſentiæ & Symbola & Signa exhiboile. 
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Symbols of his preſence: And this dectrine of the Son's Viſihility 


and finite Nature, Biſhop Bull tells us, runs through the writings | 
not of a few; but almoſt all the primitive Fathers befere Arius k, 
The Biſhop here affects a ſtrange ſurprize, that the Auieuicant 
Fathers ſhould fpeak in this manner; and cries out, 3d ita dictu 
Pat rum quis non obſtupeſcat ! But the wonder lies, on the other ſide 
the queſtion; viz. how the Nicenes could venture to introduce a 
doctrine into the Church; ſo directly oppoſite to the primitive 
Faith, and the plane doctrine of the New Teſtament. For the 
Anlenicenes believed, that the Son of God was the Angel of the Cove- 
nant!; and, conſequently, both pgſſible n and capable of local motions 
And this ancient Faith continued in repute among the Chriſtians; 


till Au ſtine, obſerving that it was inconſiſtent with the homaouſian doc- 


trine eſtabliſhed at Nice; did all he: could to confute it, and eſtabliſh 
the Hombouſan doctrine in its ſtead: which led the Chriſtians into 


inſuperable difficulties. For it followed undeniably ; that, if Fe/aus 
_ Chriſt was of the infinite and impaſible Subſtance; he could neither 


deſcend-from Heaven, nor ſuffer for Mankind: And yet both theſe 


doctrines are fo planely reveled in Scripture; that nothing can he 


planer: and therefore the Homoonſians, not daring to deny them in 
plane and direct words, were obliged to do it indirectiy; and in 
obſcure terms. And it will require ſome pains to follow them 
through all the ſophiſtry which they have uſed upon this occaſion. 
To account for the Sufferings of Chriſt, conſiſtently with his 
Impaſſibility, they tell us; that it was nat that Subſtance, which 
was in the beginning with God, that felt the pains of the Croſs; 
but an other Spirit or Soul, which animated the ſame Body, and 
was joined to the Logos by a hypoftatic union; and therefore was 
the ſame Perſon. But this is impoſſible to be true; becauſe the 
one was in the beginning with God, and the other was created 
4000 years after the World began: and if it can be ſaid, that he 
who was in the beginning with God, is the ſame perſon with him 

who was not in the beginning with God; there is no ſenſe in 
Words. It will therefore be fufficient to anſwerz that, if it was 
the Soul alone that fel! the pain, it was the Sul alone that faffered.; 
and not the Second Perſon in the Trinity, but a mere Man; which 
is Socinianiſm. We ſhall ſee preſently, by what Sophiſtry they 


1 Bulli op. 268. 275. * Nd. 267. Let. I. Note xiv.—Let. H. p. 85. Letter I. p 25, 


endeavoured 
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endeavoured td evade the force of this argument; telling us that 
though he did not ſuffer in his Suhhanre, yet he ſuffered in 
his Perſon: which thall be conſidered in its plages e. 
As to the ſecond difficulty, (viz. how the Son of God could 
deſcend from Heaven, if he was the infinite and indivifible Sul 
ſtance of the Father ;) the Hombonſians have not been able to give 
any confiſtent. anſwer at all; but ſometimes they deny the poffi- 
that Chriſt deſcended from Heaven only in Energy; as Biſhop Bull 
ſpeaks: and that he emptied himſelf of his glory in APPEARANCE; 
as Dr. Waterland expreſſes it. But this notion, as it is a direct 
eontradiction to the whole Goſpel Hiſtory x is no leſs fo, to the 
docttine of |the * Union: for, if Chriſt, did not actually and 
perſonally deſcend from Heaven, to animate the Body of the Meſſiah 5 
there could be no ſuch Union formed between the Lagos and the 
human Saul, as that Hypotheſis requires, and ſuppoſes. And, if 
he did deſcend actually and perſonally 4 he could net be the in- 
nite Subftance eee Ei root ifs gion ag naroitt 
Biſhop Pearfon, another Writer generally looked - upon to be 
Orthodox, boldly aſſerts; that Chriſt could not ſuffer any thing, 
except in Body or Soul; and by the word Soul, he means a Spirit 
which never exiſted before the Coneeption of the Virgm Mary: 
but this is a directly aſſerting; that the Lagos or Word, which was 
in the beginning with God; did not ſuffer at all: for that Word, 
or Son of God, the Second Perſon of the Trinity, . moſt certainly 
was neither that Soul nor Body. "According to this notion there- 
fore, no other Being ſuffered; but a Man, s obgwrrog! which is 
Socinianiſim. 8e ö oY $249 AI SITES NJ 25 
On the other hand, the Biſhop finds himſelf in danger of falling 
into the hereſy of the Pairipaſtans; and warns us againſt it: but 
too late, to be of any Service to us. We muſt take heed;” ſays 
his Lordſhip, . leaſt we conceive; that, becauſe the diuiue nature 
„ belongeth to the Father, f hieb the human nature is joined; 
« therefote the Father ſhould be incarnate, or concerved, or burn b.“ 
This caution, I ſay, comes too late; after admitting, that the- 
human nature or ſubſtance is joined to the nature or fubſtance 
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which belongeth to the Father: for if the divine ſubſtance is in 
parable in the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt; it follows une 
ably; that, when the ſubſtance of the Son was incarnate; the Fa- 
ther and the Holy Ghoſt muſt alſo have been incarnate : and alt the 
Care in the World afterwards is too late to prevent the Conſe- 
n 

The Biſhop himſelf owns, as to the fubſance' 0 * Chriſt ; - that; if 
the divine nature, by which he means the ſubſtance of the Fa- 


ther, had been the ſubje of Chris paſſion 3 then muſt the Father 


and Spirit have ' ſuffered : and from thence he concludes, that the 
fubſtance or Effence of the Son could ct ſuffer ; becauſe then the 
Father and Holy Spirit muſt have ſuffered : And it muſt be owned; 
that, if the Son be of the ſame ſubſtance-with'the Father and the 
Holy Ghoſt ; this muſt have been the conſequence. And from. 
thence it is natural to conclude ; that, if Chrj/t alone did ſuffer; the 
Subſtance of the Father and Holy Ghoſt was not the ſubject of 
his paſſion: but ſome other ſubſtance, which was capable of 
ſuffering, as well as different und diſtinct from the ee of the 
Father and Holy Ghoſt. = COAT 
2dly. The Biſhop agrees | in 1 chis; evbſcquence 3 and urges, that 
the Subſtance which ſuffered was the human nature Jy. But this 


could not be: becauſe the human nature only was not the Word of 
God, who was in the beginning with God; but a mere Man, or- 
human Soul. As certainly therefore as the Son or Word of God- 
was crucified, and the Son alone; as certainly as the Son was in- 


earnate, and the Son alone; o certainly the ſafferings of Chriſt 


were neither the ſufferings: of the Father's ſubſtauce, x nor the fuffer 


ings of a mere Man. 

32dly. If it was neither the fabftanet 
ture only, that ſuffered; nor the — of the Supreme God, 
which is impaſſible: + the ſubject of his paſſion muſt be his awn' di 
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Vine ſubſtance, different and diſtinct from both; the very ſame ſub- 


ſtance, that exiſted in the beginning with God; and deſcended from 
Heaven to become incarnate; which the ſubftance of the F ather: 
was incapable of doing; and the human Soul did not do. 

To get clear of this conſequence, another Sophiſm is invented: 
The Biſhop ſays; “ Although the human nature [or ſubſtance! 
+ was conjoined: with the divine, which is common to the Father and 
6 he. Son; yet was the Union made i the Perſon of the os 

. — 


c>rtie. Soul, or read na- 
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«- and not in his SubSance.” But this is only aſſerting a thing in 
one breath, and denying it in the next. For if the human nature 
or ſubſtance, was, joined to the divine nature or ſubſtance; and 
this divine nature or ſubſtance is common to the Father aud the 
Son, inſeparably and indrvifibly ; it follows, unavoidably ; nay, it is 
aſſerting the very ſame thing in other Words to ſay, that the human 
nature or ſubſtance is joined to the Father; as well as to the Son: 
both of them being ſuppoſed in the propoſition to be one and the 
ame indiviſible nature or ſubſtance. | SY 


But the Biſhop ; in order to maintein at the ſame time, that the 

Son of God did ſuffer and did not ſuffer; or, in other Words, that 
the Perſon of the Son did ſuffer, and his Sub/ance did not; tells us, 
that the Union between the human nature or ſubſtance and the 
divine nature or ſubſtance, which is common to the Father and 
the Son, was made only in the Perſon of the Son; which is quite 
as unintelligible, as I ranſubſtantiation: for how. two ſubſtances 
or natures. can be joined together; not in Sub/ance, but merely in 
the Perſon of, one of the; Subſtances ;. is all Agyptian darkneſs, . and 
a mere. medley, of Words without Ideas; which only ſerves to ob- 


{cure the. Subject it endeayours to explane ; viz. that the Word of 


God ſuffered in his Perſon,. and not in his Sub/tance... - 


But how is this aflertion conſiſtent with what the Biſhop ſaid 
before; that Chriſt could: not ſuffer, except in Body or Soul? for. 
neither the Human Bady, nor the human Soul, nor both together, 
could be. the Perſon of the. Logos; who was in, the beginning with. 
God, the Second. Perſon. of the Trinity, the Lord from Heaven. 
It might alſo be urged; that it is not ſo much as probable, that: 
there was any ſuch Union; any ſuch Soul; or that the Boch of 
the Meſſiah was animated by any other Spirit, beſides the Logos 4. 
But be that as it may, and let the Union between the Logos and 
the human Soul be ever ſo. intimate; the human Soul can never: be- 
come the Second Perſon. of the Trinity, by ſuch Union; nor can 
the ſufferings of the one Perſon, who is paſſible, by any pollibility. 
in the nature of things, actually become the - ſufferings of the 
other, who is ſuppoſed to be, impaſſible: but, as their Perſons will. 
be different and diſtinct, ſo will their Feelings. 13 

But farther; the Greek Fathers of the 2d and zd ages make no 
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being; 
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| being uind from their Per ſons: oor a Perſon is orily an intelligent 
SubNiakc : ) nor dees the New Teſtameht khow any ſuch languages 
or give the left ihtimation of any thing done of ſuffered by # 
Perſon, diſtinct fromthe Subftiance. And beſides, ſuch à notion is 
not only inconceivable; but abſolutely conttadictory to the Aba 
naſian Syſtem. Fot the three Perfons in the Trinity are deelared 
buy Athanaſius to be ewrogala, ſubſtantial ; and "fo fays Priavius, 
and Biſhop Bull; and conſequently, if either . of them ſuffers, it 
6 muſt be in their Subſfances; their Perſons abſtracted from! their. 
1 Eſſences being not-entities, and incapable of fuffering.- So that 
[ : when it is ſaid, that the Peron of Chriſt ſuffered in the hamair 
nature or ſubſtance ; there can be no other meaning to the words 
| than this; that the human nature or ſubſtatice ſuffered or felt 
= pain, and conſcquiently, if C/ did not ſuffer or feel pain iti His 
= divine nature or ſubſtance; he who was in the beginning with 
BH God, did not ſuffer at all: but a mere Man. In ſhoft, the Perſon 
of Chrift, as Biſhop Bull obſetves, cantrot be conceived ; without 
his Eſence: unleſs . you define the word Perſon in divinity to 
«mean nothing elſe than 4 there mode of Exiſtence, +ponds rg 
4 U relgEe⁰ꝗ. which is planely Sabellianiſn .“ And fo; as Biſhop 8 
Pearſon's firſt aflertion ended in Socinraniſm, this ends in Sabel. I 
Bat to come directly to the point, as it is reveled in Scripture? 
we find that Feſus Chriſt, who had been in the form of God, (or 
in SHechinaß made himſelf of no reputation, and took upon him 
the form of a Servant, and was made in the likenefs of Man; and 
being found in faſhion as a Man, he humbled himſelf and became 
obedient unto death; even the death of the Croſs: wherefore God 
hath highly exalted him, and given him a name that is above 
every name; that in the name of Jeſus every knee fhall bow, of 
Ys under the 


as 
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things in heaven, and things on earth, and things 
earth; and that every tongue ſhould confeſs, that Fe Chrift is 
Lord; to the Glory of God the Father. CO TO 
Here we find no kind of intimation, that the deſcent of Chriſt 
from Heaven was only in Energy; nor that he emptred him- 
ſelf of his glory only in APPEARANCE ; nor that it was a human” 
Soul, which was joined to the Logos, that felt all the pain; nor 


© Bulli opp. p. 255. ? Phil, ll, 7.—See Let. VI. p. 77. . 
that 
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that dt vas bis Perſon, abſeraQed from bis Dſence, that ſuffered 


for Mankind: but it appears to be the ſame Jeſus, who had been 
in the Form of God; that humbled himſelf, and became obedient 
that every tongue ſhould confeſs, that Feſus Chriſt is Lord; 
the glory of God the Father.—But no Evidence can be ſuffi. 
cient, to overcome an inveterate Hypotheſis: and ſo all this doc- 
trine is to he evaded, under the authority of the Council of Nice; 
which declares, that the Logos is homoouſfious with the Father; and 
conſequently impaſſihle. To which 2 reals be proper, and I hope 
ſufficient, to anſwer, from the Texts of Scripture already quoted; 
RS EET ERR I Ea To OD Rep CILLA. 
1. If the ſame Feſus, who was in the form of, God; could and did 
deveſt himſelf of his Glory, and take upon him the form of a Ser- 
vant; be gould not be of the ſame Subhſiance with the Father; and 
conſequently might fuffer pain: and therefore the notion of his 
Impaſſihility muſt be falſe; and the introduction of an other Spirit, 
who ſhould feel all the pain; and the ſuppoſition, that the ſuffer- 
ings of Chriſt were only in his Perſon, and not in his Sugſtance; 
(which is mere Sophiſtry) ſuperfluous and unneeeſſarrxr. 
2. It was foretold of Ci, that he ſhould /ufer ; and by the 
word (hriſt was mean'd the Lord from Heaven : but if the pains 
were only felt by. a human Soul, how was this the ſufferipg of 
Grit? or the Lord from Heaven OG. 
3- The Glory of God conſiſted in his great Love to the World, in 
giving-up his Saz to ſuffer for mankipd ; and by, his San is mean'd 
his Mord: but how does this great Love appear? or how does all 
that is here ſaid tend to the glory of God the Father? if the 
Sufferings were only felt by a human Soul, and not by his Word. 
4. If it was not the Cbriſt himſelf,  who-had been in the form of 
Gad, that performed all the things enumerated in theſe texts; 
they never were performed at all: and conſequently, Chriſt was not 
exalted to be a Prince and a Saviour, in reward of his obedience: 
for it is abſurd to ſuppoſe him rewarded for ſufferings, which he never 
felt; and a humiliation, which he never underwent. Nor was it 
the Lord that bought us: and, as no other Spirit Was capable of 
buying us, but He who paid the price both by his humiliation and 
ſufferings; we are unbought and unredeemede. 
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5. As no othich being ever received the power to raiſe the dend: 


but, that Mord of God, who. came down .from Heaven: and He 
received this power, in reward of his humiliation and ſufferings; 
becauſe he was the Son of Man: If it was not the ſame being, 


who ſuffered, and died, and roſe again; our hopes of a Reſurrec- 


tion are vain. For, whatever other Spirit or Soul is ſuppoſed to be 
United to the Logos, and to have ſuffered and riſen again; our 


Reſurrection is no more connected with þis' death and ſufferings, 


than with the death and ſufferings of any other mere Man. Will 
any Chriſtian dare to aſſert; that the Atonement was made by 
A Perſon, who never exiſted till 4000 years after the Creation? 


Biſhop, Pearſon. was ſenſible of this abſurdity ; and expreſſes 
himſelf very ſtrongly upon it. He ſays; when Chriſt faſted, there 


was no other Perſon Hungry; but that Son of God that made the 
World—when He fat down weary by the well, there was no other 
Perſon felt that thirſt ; but he that was eternally begotten of the 


Father, the Fountain of the Deity *. When He was buffetted and 
ſcourged, there was no other Perſon ſenſible of thoſe pains; but 
that eternal Word, who before all worlds was mpaſſs ible ; when He 
dies crucified and died, there was no Perſon gave-up the Ghoſt ; 

but the Son of Him, and ſo of the ſame Nature with Him, that 
only hath Immortality. Who can read this, and not believe; 
that the Perſon, who felt all theſe pains, was the very ſame identical 


Being that was in the beginning with God; which is the true 


Scripture doctrine! But the Biſhop means no ſuch thing: He has 
a ſophiſtical meaning to the word Perſon; he ſuppoſes the Son of 
God, who was in the beginning with God, to'be the ſame Perſon 
with an other Spirit ; who had no exiſtence, till about the year of 


the world 4,000: And accordipgly he ſays, the Word was not ſub- 


ject to the ſuffering of the Fleſh it took; and that Chrjf could. not 
ſuffer, except in Body or Soul; which manifeſtly excludes the 
ſufferings of the Son of God, or the Logos. Thus his Lordſhip, 
though in full poſſeſſion of the Truth, gives it all up; for the 


Jake of mainteiningthe | Son's mpaſio lit, with which his Suffering, 


t In the 51ſt page of the Firſt Letter, Ben-Mordecai has by miſtake 0 theſs words, ibs 
Fountain of the Deity, as mean'd of Chriſt; whereas they relate to the Father, and are in ap- 
1 with the word F ather: and accordingly are appropriated to the F aber by Biſhop Pear- 

on. p. 37, 38. 
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in any manner whatſoever, is abſolutely inconſiſtent, Nay, even 
ſuppoſe it poſſible for a Being to ſuffer in Perſon, and not in Sub- 

Lance; and that the Body of the Meſſiah was animated by two 
different Spirits; yet this would not ſolve the difficulty: for it is 
impoſlible theſe two Spirits ſhould be the ſame identical Perſon. 
The Orthodox Notion allows two Natures or Subſtances in Chriſt, by 
the Council of Chalcedon ; which is one of the Teſts of Orthodoxy 
in England. Now if both theſe Natures were conſcious ; the ons 
muſt be conſcious of its Impaſſibility, and the other of its Paſſibi- 
lity : and conſequently, they muſt be different Perſons ; and the 
hunger, or thirſt, or pain of the paſſible Perſon, could not poſſibly 
be the hunger, or thirſt, or pain felt by the zmpaſſible one. 

But the Biſhop carries the Argument againſt himſelf ſtill far- 
ther: for he ſays; no other Perſon was ſenſible of the pain, but 
the eternal Word: &c. Now, if this was the Caſe ; the Soul, which 
is ſuppoſed to be joined to the eternal Ford, did not ſuffer ; for 
that Soul was not the eternal Word: (notwithſtanding the Con- 
fuſion that is made by uſing the word Perſon in different Senſes; 
ſometimes as the Logas, ſometimes as a human Soul joined to the 

Leger, and ſometimes for the whole Being compounded of both :) 

and conſequently, the Word of God did not ſuffer at all; (according 

this doctrine) either in Body or Soul. 3 e e 

The next Argument the Biſhop uſes to prove the perſonal ſuffer- 
ings of a Being, whom he declares to be ſubſtantially or eſſentially 
impaſſible; is of à very extraordinary nature: For the force of it 
lies entirely in raifing our opinion of his Eſence, at the expenſe 


„ 


of his P. | % a1 K . 
The Biſhop ſays, we muſt not think ſo meanly of the Eflence of 
the Son; as to imagine it ſubje& to-the ſufferings of the Fleſh it 
took ©.— This, as I obſerved, is in the ſame ſtile with the objection 
of the ancients ; that it was below the dignity of Crit to weep. 
Eut where do the Chriſtians learn to make this unſcriptural diſtine- 
tion? or what can they mean; by allowing of ſhame and diſgrace, 
with regard to the Perſon of Chriſt; and denying it, as to his E/- 
ſence? The Apoſtle ſpeaks in a very different manner; and tells us, 
that he was conſcious of the ſhame; and deſpiſed it: he endured 
the Croſs, deſpiſing the ſhame; and is ſet down at the right hand 


o 
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of God 7. Win the Chriſtians tell us, that the oils Subſtance of 


Chriſt did not endure the Croſs; ; and that it was the human Nature 
only, that was erucified? If o, bow does this differ from the 


Hereſy of Cerinthus ? and, yet this Is the doctrine of Cyril and the 


_ Councils. 


The giving- up this article of Faith, upon which all our aſſuranee 


of Redemption and hope of Immortality as Chriſtians is built; 


appears to be the greateſt Infatuation, that can be well conceived; 
(though it runs through all the ſects of the Hombouſſans: the true 
qoctrine being ſo plane, and fo frequently repeted in the New 
Teſtament ; without one hint of his ſuffering, yet not feeling pain, 


or any other than the plane and literal meaning of the words; that 
it was the ſame Being, who was in the beginning with God, that 


ſuffered pain and death; and on the other hand, the metaphyſical 
objections authoriſed by the Council of Nice, are utterly unintel- 
ligible and inconceivable. 
Now all theſe difficulties and inconſiſtences ariſe merely from: 
the Change that was made in the Faith, by introducing the no- 
tion that the Mord of God was infinite and tmpaſſible * ; tor, if this 
be true, the whole hiſtory of the deſcent of Chi from Heaven, and 
of all that he performed on Earth from his birth to his crucifixion, 
muſt be falſe *: as many of the moſt learned and orthodox of the 
Chriſtians have confeſted>, But however, it is upon the authority 
of this Hypotheſis, that the Council of Chalcedon, which is one of 
the Teſts of Orthodozy'i in England, hath ventured to anathematiſe all- 
ſuch, as believe the plane and obvious ſenſe of the Apoſtles” Creed: 
VIZ. thas it was-the. Son of God, who ſuffered under Pontius Pilate - 
6 expelling all thoſe from the Convention of ſacred Perfons, wha 
« audaciouſly aſſerted the Deity [i. e. the Subſtance] of the only 
«« begotten who came down from Heaven, to be paſpble>.” And 
Cyril, in his letter approved of by the Council, fays ; © we ſay, he 
« ſuffered and roſe again; not as if the Word, as to its own nature, 
« ſuffered either ftripes, or the transfixing of the nails, or any 
© other wounds; for the Deity is impaſſible, becauſe it is-incor- 
« poreal: But becauſe the Body, which was properly His, ſuf- 


1 Heb. xil. 21. Let. I. p. 51. 122, 
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Let. III. Polſe. * voy, lib. I. 


« fered; 


e., Bur it what Epphonius has advanced e few pages 
=_ core, is true; that God deſcended from Heaven; why ng t he 
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for, if the Deity 


could not ſuffer; any more than the Deity. % ens 
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And again, he is thus quoted by Aetius; e Becauſe bis own Body, 


# js ſald to have ſuffered Death for us. Not that hie experienced 
« death, as to his Na 


re; qxov erg Thy avre. Guo for this would be 


&« ſhocking to ſay : but, as 1 ſaid, his Body taſted Death.“ 


£ 
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Upon which I would obſerve, firſt; that, if the Text here re- 


+ 


perſonally. © But we ſhe. Jeſus —forthe luffer- 


faid about the By of Chrift 'tafting Death ; but only about. Chr 


himſelf, conſidere 


A 


ing of Death—crown'd—that He by the grace of God ſhould 


* 


4 taſte Death for every man.“? 


Chrift is impaſſible, overturns, the doctrine of the Hypoſtaric Union: 


* Secondly, the Realon' here given by Grit, why the Deity of 
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e Deity is inpaſſible, becauſe it is incor portal the human 
Soul muſt-be /mpaſible, for the ſame Reaſon: (except Cyril argues 


as a materialiſt; and ſuppoſes the human Soul to be corporeal in 


that ſenſe:) and conſequently, the human Soul, as it is called, 
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«  Epiphanius cenſures the opinion of the Apollinarifs, in the ſame 
Ay as Sil; and ſays, They boldly declared; that the Divinity of 
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what Epiphanius has advanced a few pages 


not ſuffer ? The ſame 1 (underſtand it in what ſenſe you 
pleaſe); which is capable of oc 

Tlinarifts think, they have the Scripture in proof of their opinion; 
that the Divinity of Chriſt, i. e. the Word or Son of God, ſuffered: 


and quote 1 Cor, i. 8. „If they had known, they would not have 


« crucified the Lord of Glory.” To which Epiphanius anſwers ; 
that the Divinity was preſent, when Chriſt ſuffered in the Fleſh; that 


we might have Juſtification not only in the Pleſb, but in the Divi- 
nity: but the Godhead ſuffered not; ( va sil rah) becauſe im- 
mutable, and impaſſible, and conſubſtantial with the Father. And he 


illuſtrates his meaning by this inſtance: If our Garment is ſpotted 


with Blood, we ſay, the Man who wears it is ſpotted ; though the 
ſpots do not reach the man's Body: So though the ſuffering does 


_ © Fvap. chap. xviii, P- 442, —Niceph, Lib. XV. c. xxx, p. 647. 4 Epipb. Tom. ii. p. 1026. 
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© fered ; we ſay, the Mord itſelf ſuffered: for he was wmpaſible in 


« as the Apoſtle Paul ſays, taſted Death for men; the Word ite 


w able of local motion; muſt be alſo capable of 
ſuffering : The Supteme God is capable of neither. And the Apol- 


20 5 r | 
41 not reach the Divinity, but only the human Nature; [and no other 
an Jifered, but a Man ;] yet we do not attribute the Sufferings to that 
11 alone, but to the Divinity alſo; [though we know it to be falſe.] 
IH | Nor do we incur the curſe in Scripture; Curſed is every one, that 
Wh | putteth his truſt in Man; li. e. the ſufferings of the human Na- 
ib | ture: ] becauſe the ſuffering is imputed to his Drv;miy, though the 
tt Ry Divinity ſuffered not in aſelr- and the Salvation, which was gained. 
by the paſſion of Chrift, he ſays, is attributed by the holy Church 
of God to the Divinity alfof ; [which they declare to be incapable 
of , Which amounts to this— that the Church inputes 
_ 1 and attributes the Sufferings of Chri to the Divinity; though they 
[it | know it to be falfe and impofſible. This ſophiſtry has been already 
1 and expoſed, in the firſt letter s. I ſhall only obſerve at 
xeſent; | „ #2 - 208 . 
iff F 1ſt. That the way of ſpeaking is abfolutely contradictory to it- 
ny ſelf. The Divinity did ſuffer ; or it did not. If the /ufermgs of 
1179 | | Cbriſt are juſfily and tracly imputed and attributed to the Divinity by 
Int | the Catholic Church, and not only in words; then the Catholic 
__ RR. | Church agrees with the Apollinariſis in the very doctrine, for which 
[1188 2 But if the Church does not jw/lly and truely impute and attribute 
. | the /ufermgs of Chreft to his Divinity; as well in Fadi, as in Verf 
then it believes the ſufferings of the Lord of Glory, the Word of G 
\ | the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity, no more than the Mahometans do. 
For if in Chr there are two Natures, the divine and human; 
each of which, conſidered diftin&t from the other, has all the 
Eflentials of a Perſon: then in Chrift there are two Perſons ; the 
; one of which ſuffered, and the other did not: And the Perſon that 
ſuffered was nat the Lord of Glory, or the Word of God, or the 
{ſecond Perſon in the Trinity; but a mere Man. The only differ- 
ence is this; that the orthodox Chriſtians believe, the ſufferings. 
to have been felt or undergone by an other Perſon, different from the 
Logas; who at that time animated the ſame Body: And the Ma- 
bometans believe, they were felt or undergone by an other Perſon ;; 
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who did not animate the ſame Body: but neither of them believe, 4 
they were undergone by the Word; who was in the beginning with = 


God. 
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8 It it was ſo ſhocking to believe, that the Word of God ex- 
perienced Death; as Qyril repreſents it, agreably to the doctrine of 
the Councils, and in direct contradiction to Scripture: how muſt 
the Faith have been changed from what it was in the more primitive 
ages; as explaned by Tenæus and Juſtin Martyr! The latte of 
whom declares, entirely inconſiſtently with all this new- invented 
| Hypotheſis, that the Son of God ſweat, as it were, great drops of - 
blogd ; when his heart trembled, aid his bones in like manner, 
&c. that we might know it to be the Father's will, that his Sen 
ſhould truely upon our account undergo ſuch great Hering z and 
we ſhould not ſay, [what the Fathers and the Councils of later 
ages do ſay; and it is Hereſy now to deny: ] that, becauſe he was 
was the Son of God, He did not feel theſe things which befel him b. 
Lond. Edit. p. 361, 362. See Let. I. Note xxv. r 
Having now ſhewn, that the homooufian Doctrine, a doctrine, Fog 
which St. Ferom owns was unknown to the Apoſtles ; is contrary | 
both to the Scripture itſelf, and to the ſenſe. of it as underſtood by. | 
the moſt primitive Fathers; who believed the Son of God to have 
been paſſible: there remains no other Authority for it, but the arbi- 1 2 
trary decrees of the homooufian Councils, And if, ſo, it will be no 
RE difficult matter to ſupport the cauſe. of Chriſtianity, thus wounded! * 
"Xx za the houſe of its friends; merely by inverting the argument: and 
whereas the bomdoſians aſſume, (without any authority from Serip- 
ture) that Chrif is of the ſame Subflance with the Father; which 
Subſtance is impaſſible, infinite, &e; and therefore could not ſuffer; 
nor deſcend from Heaven: I would on the contrary aſſume; that 
Chrift did deſcend from Heaven, and ſuffer : and conſequently, ac- 
cording to their own Principles, was nat of the ſame Subſtance Cs 
with the Father; «hich is infinite and impaſſible. And I Would "BY 
prove my aſſumption, that Chriſ did actually deſcend from heaven 
and ſuffer, from plane texts of Scripture; whereas the homooufrans 
have no proof of their aſſumption; viz. that the Son is of the 
fame Subſtance with the Father; but their own arbitrary addition of 
the word Subfance to the texts of Scripture which declare that Chriſt 
wt A From God; and the decrees, that are founded upon that 
] lon, 5X a | 1 8 
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Ii! H AVING proved in che laſt Chapter, that ths! homioufran 
ok 55 doctrine, upon which the whole proof of the Fecundity of 
11 the Father and the Generation of the Son from the paternal Sub- 
1 ſtance, is founded; is inconſiſtent with the moſt plane and funda- 
mental doctrines of Chriſtianity; it will be neceſſary, in order to 
{l confirm and corroborate what has been there ſaid, to examine that 
4h doctrine to the bottom; and prove it to be falſe, in every Senſe, 
I in which it has been explaned. And this will be the more neceſ- 
wn ſary, as we ſhall frequently be obliged to quote the writings. of 
10 the ancient Fathers upon the Subject; who make no ſeruple to ſup- 
Will port that doctrine by any arguments they can find; Whether coli- 
ſiſtent or inconſiſtent, whether true or falſe. 
ä Origen, Methodius, Euſebius, A pallinaris, ſays No have 
written much. againſt Celſus' and Porphyry: conſider, what argu- 
ments and doubtful problems they uſe, to overthrow the writings , 
compoſed by the Spirit of the Devil; and becauſe they are con- 
ſtrained to ſay, not what they think, but what the diſpute requires; 
they confute the Gentiles . And in an other place he ſpeaks in ge- 
nerals, Eccleſiaſtici viri non dogmatum cuſtodiunt veritatem; 
« ſed de corde ſuo confingunt, magiſtrumque habent preſumptio- 
« nem ſuam®,” From this falſe zele procedes that fallacious me- 
thod of arguing upon the ſubject of the Trinity, which is taken 
[1 notice of in the firſt letter to Eliſba Levi ©; a. method, which no 
| honeſt man would uſe; if he conſidered what he was about. For 
| == it is impoſſible that any man ſhould believe all the oppoſite expla- 
| nations of the Trinity by the Sabellians, Polytbeiſis, and Athana + 
1 fians, at the ſame time: and no man can have a right to anſwer 
14 | the Objections, which are brought againſt his own Syſtem, upon thr 
14 Principles of others, which he diſbelieves— To argue in this 
as double manner upon contradiftory Principles, is as abſurd as it 
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would be to conclude, that the Horizontal Moon appears larger, 
than when it is in the meridian; becauſe it is nearer: and of a 
deeper colour, becauſe it is farther off. Or, to mention an inſtance 
in fact, it is like Bellarmine's preferring the Council of Carthage 
to that of Laodicea, becauſe it is later; and the Council of Nice 
to that of Frankfort, becauſe it is elder .- But no man would think 
of reaſoning thus, if he was fincere in his reſearches ;. and did not 
rather aim at Victory, than Truth. oe 
Hut, to return to the Subjet—In this diſpute between the Atha- 
nafrans and the Arians, it is obſerved by Biſhop Bull; (and the ob- 
ſervation is very extraordinary ;) that the Arians, who above all 
others oppoſed the homooufran doctrine; would have agree'd to any 
Catholic confeſſion of Faith, either from Scripture or Tradition; 
which had not the word Homoouſios in it: even though other 
words had been uſed, which among men of judgement ſiguified 
the ſame thinge. But this would not ſatisfy the Azhenaſians : and 
Ambroſe ſays, the Arians would have uſed that word; if they could 
any way have ' perverted it: which they found impracticable; and 
therefore they never uſed it. And Biſhop Bull ſays, „ in raiſing 
« up this furious heat in their breaſts upon account of this word 
« Homaoufion, theſe mad Men [the Arians] ſeem to have acted like 
«© mad Dogs; who ſnarl at their chains, and endeavour in vain to 
„bite them with their teeth.” —Is not this a ſtrange ſtory, that 
the Arians ſhould take an antipathy to a mere Word; and that this 
Word, though wnexp/aned, ſhould chain them up ſo. much tighter 
than any other words could do? and that the Arians ſhould be will- 
ing to ſubſcribe to the Senſe of the word; and object to the Word 
itſelf, and ſnarl at it— $ -<4x + | 115 
On the other hand we may aſk ; what right had the Athanafians 
to chain up their fellow Chriſtians to the uſe of a word, not uſed in 
Scripture 3 nor ſo much as defined or explaned by themſelves? 
Perhaps it was this very chaining them up, that raiſed ſuch a 
furious heat in their breaſts; and made them med, and ſuarl, and 
bite: for nobody can be expected to ſubmit . patiently to be chained 


© Quippe egregii illi ſimulandi, diſſimulandique artifces nullem plane loquendi formulam, 
quam five ex Scripturis, five ex Traditione deſumptam uſurpargnt Catholici, repudiarunt; 


przter hoc unum Homo ci vocabulum. Bulli op. 34. 285. 


* 


up; 


” 


—, - 


— 


E 
n 


6 — — ̃ ͤumNñ — — U—— 
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up; when he knows, that he has a right to his Liberty. But ad- 
mitting that the Athanaſians had a right to chain up the Arians: 
yet what could they mean, by refuſing to exp/ane the word, to 
which they required a Subſcription ? or why were they not content 
with the Arians ſubſcribing to the Senſe of it? Is not this whole 
account very myſterious and ſuſpicious ? And does it not look, as 
if the Athanaſians were conſcious; that the Arian Faith, in this par- 
ticular, was not contrary e. ther to Scripture or Antiquity ?' 

But in truth, the whole Story is mere Fallacy and Impoſition ; 
the words of Arius, in his Epiſtle to Biſhop Alexander, are planely 
directed, not againſt the Word; as if there was any Charm in it: 


but againſt the Senſe of it. If, ſays Arius, we underſtand the 


„ expreſſions, I came forth, or I come from the bowels of the Father, 
c“ as a part of the homooufion, or an emiſſion or production, as ſome 


% do; the Father muſt be compounded, diviſible and mut'ablet”, 


That the Arians had an averſion to the word homooufios, is true; 
but this was not like the Hydrophoby in mad dogs, which 1s not to 


be accounted for; and Socrates has giventus the reaſon of their diſlike : 


it was becauſe they look'd upon thoſe who approved of the word, as 
favouring the opinions of Sabellius and Montanus ; and therefore 
they called them Blaſphemers, as being perſons who deſtroy'd the 
exiſtence of the Son s: and that this was the reaſon why Euſtatbhius 
was depoſed, is afferted by St. George, the patron Saint of Eng- 
land; in his encomium upon Euſebius Emiſenus >. — The fact ſeems 
to be this; the Athanaſians ſaw, that there were two large parties 
of the Chriſtians, who would vote with them, if the word homs- 
oufios was kept to; and would immediately deſert them, as ſoon as 
it ſhould be explaned in the Athanafian ſenſe of it.—One of theſe: 
Parties was the Sabellians, the followers of Paulus Samoſatenus; for 
we find, by the account which is given us by Socrates, concerning 
the diſputes between the Biſhops after the Council of Nice; that 
thoſe who were for the word Homooufios were cenſured as Sabel. 
lians: and both Athanafius and Hilary own, that the word was uſed 
by Paulus Samoſatenus in a Sabellian ſenſe”, | PEP Rn eee 


f See Append, N. I. 4 0 

e Soc. Lib. I. ch. xxiii. This diſpute, we are told by NVicephorus, was carried on like a battle 
in the dark: for they did not ſo much as underftand one another upon thoſe ſubjects, upon 
which they accuſed one another of Blaſphemy. Me. Lib. VIII. c. 45. * ' 
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It is therefore indiſputable, that the Sabellians could ſubſcribe to 
the word homooufios.; though not to the Athanaſian ſenſe of it. 
And all thoſe, who believed with Gregory Nyſſen, &c. that the | 
three Perſons of the Trinity exiſted ſeparately. ; and yet were One | 8 
God, becauſe they were all of the ſame generical Subſtance ; and in- 
terpreted the word, in that ſenſe; could have no objection to it. 
And beſides theſe, all ſuch as believed that Angels and the Souls 
of men were conſubſtantial with God; as the Platoni/ts, who be- 
lieved they were formed out of the eternal Eſyche; and the fol-, 
lowers of Pythagoras; would form another Party, as well as the 
Stoics, in favour of the ſame word kx. And all theſe, as long as 
the word homoouſios continued vnexplaned, were a great majority 
againſt the Arians. So very contrary is the true ſtate of the caſe 
from what Biſhop Bull has repreſented it to be, in his ſtory of the 
mad Dogs. For he tells us, that the word Homoouſios was ſo deter- 
minate; as to exclude all ambiguity !: whereas it was nothing. 
but the ambiguity of the word, which occaſioned its being in- 
ſiſted upon; rather than the ſenſe and meaning of it. For as ſoon 
as it was explaned we find; -, FFF 
1ſt, That what the Sabellians mean'd, was one numerical Sub- 
ſtance to the three Perſons. ES „ 
2. What Cyril, Gregory Nyſſen, .&c. mean'd, was three Subſtances 
of the ſame kind, ſeparately exiſting ; as Peter, Fames, and Fohn.. 
3. What the Athanafians mean'd, was three Subſtances of the 
ſame kind, joined together by an Emperichorefis®, 15 1 
Now of all theſe different Sects, there is but one that mainteins 
both the Unity and the Trinity at the fame time; and that is the 
Athanaſian. The doctrine of Sabellius admits of no real and per- a 
ſonal, but only a nominal Trinity; for it only ſuppoſes one Sub- | 
ſtance to the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt®: and accordingly, 
the Sabellians allow of no generation from the paternal Subſtance. 
But this Sect of Chriſtians muſt be greatly erroneous; becauſe. 
their Hypotheſis is entangled with ſuch conſequences as theſe: viz. 
that the Father's begetting a Son was nothing but one character] 
name, notion, or mode of the Deity ; begetting an other name, 
notion, or mode of the Deity ; or the ſame Deity under one notion 
* See back, p. 8. Note b. | Quippe cujus vocis (Homioufion ) duels et exquiſita 
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begetting itſelf under an other notion. In ſhort, it muſt follow, 
according to the Sabellian Syſtem; that it was only a name or no- 
tion or character, and not any real ſubſtantial Being or Subſtance, 
that ſuffered for Mankind—But this, as Athangſius obſerves, is only 


a Trinity of Names and Words; whereas the Trinity is a Trinity 


ef Subſtances or Hypoſtaſes really ſubſiſting . And again Atba- 
naſius obſerves, that this notion deſtroys the Eſſence of the Son; 
and therefore he calls theſe Chriſtians Tautooufians, and Mono- 
oufrans d. | 3 


On the other hand, the Pſeudo-athanofians declare with Cyril, 


Gregory Nyſſen*, &c. that each of the three Perſons of DOTY 


is God himſelf; and conſequently, each of them muſt be a dif- 
tin& and ſeparate Subſtance, ſelf- exiſtent, and unoriginate: which 
is Polytheiſm. Biſhop Bull ſays, neque in ſacra Triade altera 
« Perſona ab altera ſeparari poſſunt; ſicut tres humanæ Perſonæ 
«* aut alterius alicujus ſpeciei ſuppoſita ab invicem determinantur : 
« qui enim hoc modo tres divinitatis Hypoſtaſes exiſtimant, me- 
« rito Tritheifte appellantur.” And Athanaſius ſays, we do not 
acknowledge three Hypoſtaſes divided or ſeparate; as is to be ſeen 


corporally in men: that we may not comply with the heathen 


Polytheiſm. Theſe therefore admit of no Unity. So that botha 
Unity and Trinity are only preferved by the Athanafians; and they 


preſerve it merely by the Emperichorefis, which joins the three 
Subſtances together. For the Athanaſian Faith, as it was ſettled at 


the Council of Nice ; which 1s one of the firſt four general Councils 
eſtabliſhed by the Laws of England as the Standards of Orthodoxy ; 
is thus, according to Athanaſius ; that there are three diſtinct Sub- 


ſtances to the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt ; which conftitutes the 


Trinity: And theſe three are joined together by an Emperichorefis ; 
which conſtitutes the Unity. So that the Unity of God is entirely 
dependent on the Emperichorefis; which ties the three Subſtances 


together. And accordingly Bail, Ambroſe, Ferom, &c. imagined 


that they found this Myſtery in the words of Eccleſ. iv. 12. a 


| Threefold Cord is not quickly broken. And Biſhop Bull, who was 


a real Athanaſian, calls this Emperichoreſis a Myſtery above all 
Myſteries. But the pretended Athanafians of the preſent age ſeem 


wholly to have diſcarded it; they content themſelves with the 


+. 
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name of Atbanaſtans; but not a man of them has ſtep'd forth in 
defenſe of this important Doctrine; though it is this Doctrine 
alone, that prevents the Aibanaſiaus from being Polythèiſts; as Atha- 
naſius himſelf plainly declares, in the words juſt quoted: whereas 
the preſent ay maintein a mere jumble of Socinian, Sabel- 
lian, and Pſeudo- Athanaſian doQrines all together; which is as dif- 
ferent from the genuine Principles of - Athanaſius and the Nicene 
Fathers, as it is from Arianiſin. PACE kb? 

Now this Emperichorefis or Circuminceſſion is explaned by Gene- 
brand, according to Biſhop Bull, as follows; © It is that, by which 
« one thing exiſts in an other; not only by participation of nature, 
« but alſo by full and intimate preſence. This kind of inexiſtence, 
« as I may ſay, we call Circumincęſſion; becauſe by that, ſome things, 
« thoughever ſodiftinguiſhed from each other without ſeparation, are 
in one another without confuſion : and do, as it were, penetrate and 
« enter one another r.“ Bellarmine defines it to be © the intimate and 
i perfect reſidence or inhabitation of one thing in an other *.” And 
agreably to this Cyril ſays, the Father is the natural place of the Son*: 
and Damaſcen ſays, there is no local diſtance in the uncircum- 
« ſcribed Deity, as in Us; ſo that they are in one another, not ſo as 
4 to be confounded together; but to adhere.” Bail ſuppoſes it to 
be a kind of ſeparate conjun@tion :”* and Hilary ſuppoſes it not to 
be a coherence, but exiſtence by a unity of inſeparable na- 
« ture*.” An other explanation of it the Biſhop gives us in the 
words of St. Ambroſe; which is well worth the reading, if it 
were only to ſee what ſtrange things learned men will admire. 

„ Principu Unitatem & Perichoreſin brevi & arguta oratione fic 
„ amplectitur Ambroſius*, in libro de dignitate conditionis humanæ 

e Ideo autem dicitur Deus Pater, quia ipſe eſt ex quo; & ſaptentia 
* eſt, qua ordinantur omnia; & dilectio, qua ſe volunt omnia ita 
* manere ut ordinata ſunt. Ex quo ergo, & qui ex eo, & quo ſe 
« diligunt ipſa duo, tria ſunt; & illa tria ideo unum, quia fie 
* ſunt ex uno illa duo, ut tamen ab eo non ſint ſeparata: ſed ex 
* 1pſo ſunt, quia non aſe; & in ipſo, quia non ſeparata; & ipſum 
ipſa quod ipſe, & ipſum ipſe qued ipſa: & non ipſum ipſa qui 
«* iple; & non ipſa ipſe quæ ipſa. - And Damaſeen ſays ; though 
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every one of the three Perſons ſubſiſts of itſelf, or is a perfect 


« Subſtance; and has its own Property, or different manner of Ex- 
6 1ſtence; yet they are united in Eflence and natural Property: 
and in that they are not ſeparated nor recede from the Father's 
„ Subſtance, they are and are called one God x.“ And Biſhop 
Bull and Petavius ſay the ſame And Dr. Vaterland ſays, the Sub- 
ſtance of the one Perſon is not the Subſtance of either of the 
5 but different, however of the ſame kind, or united to 
r on eee ee eee * 

But Dr. Fhitby takes this whole doctrine to be a mere inven- 
tion, in order to ſupport the homooufian Hypotheſis; and aſks, 
where hath the Scripture ſpoken of this wonderful Empericboreſis 
of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt; which the Poff. nicenes 
ſpeak of with ſuch Confidence and Aſſurance?? And, though it 
could be proved; yet he denies that it would ſerve the end pro- 
poſed by it: for that three Eſſences cannot become one, by being 
cloſely joined and connected; but only three Eſſences, joined and 
connected. And we may argue in the ſame manner upon what 
Tertullian ſays, when he defcribes the Trinity to be “' una Sub- 
ſtantia in tribus cohærentibus.“ For what does this mean, but 
three Subſtances joined together into one; as the Fathers under- 
ſtood the text in Ecclzfiaftes, of a threefold Cord? And fo in the 
ſecond chapter he ſays, in the Trinity there is Number without Divi- 


ion; which comes to the ſame thing: and he explanes this farther, 


when he ſays; that the three ſo connected are not unus, but unum b. 
But the worſt Conſequence of this doctrine is; that it ſupplies 
the Infidel with an argument againſt the neceſſary Exiſtence of 
God. For neceſſary Exiſtence requires both Unity and Simplicity: 
whereas three Perſons joined together, one of them unoriginate, and 
to originate; will anſwer neither of theſe requiſites. Nor can 
the whole Homoouſion be unoriginate. Beſides, as the neceſſity of a 
Perichorefis can by no means be proved; it may perhaps ceaſe to 


i 


exiſt ; and the Unity ceaſe with it: ſo that, though there is but 


One God,. now ; there may be Three, ſome time hence. And in 
truth, if we. believe the Fathers, the Perichoreſis itſelf has not been 


of very long continuance : for. the three Subſtances could not be 


Bid. 288. 7 Let. I. p. 32. z Whithy's Laſt Thoughts: p. 29, 30. 


| 2 1bid. p. 6. 
a Tertul. adv. Prax. c. 11. d Ibid. c. 25. „ 
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joined together, before they exiſted: and they could not exiſt, till 


the Generation of the Son : for Athanafius tells us, that the Gene- 
ration of the Son was the origin of his Subſtance*; and that he 


exiſted before his Generation: and, if ſo, he exiſted before the Pe- 


richoreſis began. How long it was before, he does not ſay; but 
the Ante-nicene Fathers in general agree, that his Generation was 
but a little before the Création . And accordingly, Mr. Furien 
obſerves from their Writings; that the Trinity commence'd but a 


little before the Creation of the World. And the Perichorefis could 


before they exiſteeee. VVV on 3 
| Now it is certain; that, before the generation of the Son, the 
divine ſubſtance was but one: and no Perichorefis was wanting, to 


make the God and Father of the Univerſe complete in himſelf. But 


now. we are told, that One divine perſon. cannot exiſt ; without the 


other Two. The Son, ſays Athanaſius, is as indiviſible from the 


Father; as the Splendor is from the Light e. And he ſuppoſes the 
three Hypoſtaſes or Subſtances to make-up one Divinity, as the 
Fountain and Stream make-up. one River; in which ſenſe the 


whole Trinity is ſaid by him to be one Divinity, one Eſſence, one 


Nature, and one God“: agreably to the Doctrine of the Pla- 
toniſtis, where the three Perſons Txyabor, vic, and yuyn, 


make-up Tc zo. And Dr. Waterland argues, that no One perſon 
is God; exclufive of the other 'T'wo.—As if the Monarchy of 
Heaven had been changed by the Perichorefis into an Ariftocraty « 
and God the Father was no longer Supreme. But how can theſe 
things be? If one of theſe divine perſons cannot now exiſt, with- 
out the other two; how was it poſſible for the Father to exiſt, be- 


fore the Generation of the Son and the Proceſſion of the Holy 


Ghoſt ?—If no one of theſe perſons is God, excluſive of the other 
two; how can it be ſaid, that each of them is of himſelf both 


God and Lordf?—If the whole Trinity be but one Nature or Eſ- 


ſence ; how can the Son be ſaid to be incarnate, without the Incar- 
nation of the Father and the Holy Ghoſt ? 


For theſe and many other reaſons I conclude ; that the Homy- 
_oufian doctrine is not to be defended, upon the Principles either of 


the Sabellians, Polytheiſts, or Athanafians : and muſt therefore de- 


* Bulli op. 32. Let. I. Note xiii.— bithy Diſq. mod. 177. Atban. Creed. 
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underſtood it very differently, when it came to be explaned. 5 
was Conflantine himſelf; who, it is ſaid, inſerted the word homi 

ouſios into the Nicene Creed ; and, under his auſpices, Arius was 
condemned; and his defenſe was forbidden to be read, and Eis 
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pend ſolely upon the Authority of the Nicene Council: and there- 
fore it will be proper to examine that Authority, and prove it to 
be unſatis factory; before the doctrine itſelf be totally rejected. 
But, beſore I enter upon that ſubject, I ſhall go-on to conſider the 
Progreſs of theſe Diſputes ; till the preſent Times. 


" 
RM 
1 


CHAPTER. w. 


We Progreſs of the Diſputes between the Athanaſians and Arians ; 
and between the Hom6ouſians themſelves, to the preſent Times. 


Have obſerved, how the Athanaſians prevailed over the Arians | 
at the Council of Nice; by the aſſiſtence of the other homoouſian 
Sects: who all agree'd to the uſe of the ſame word; though they 


book Thalia, which he had written about it; and Arms ith his 
party, Euzous, Theon, &c. were degraded and baniſhed, and his 
Writings were commanded to be burn'd, and the conceling of them 
was threat'ned with Death ®. 

Thus the firſt Severities broke-out among the Chriſtians againſt 
one another: and from this time the Church became engaged in 
perpetual controverſies, perſecutions, and murthers: and their 
Councils were carried-on by -party-rage, vote, and violence. What 
was heterodox in the days of Conflantine, was orthodox under, 
Conſtantius; what was orthodox in the Eaſt, was heterodox in the 
Weſt ; what was looked upon at one time to be ſo fundamental a 
Truth, that whoſoever diſbeliev'd it would without doubt periſh 
everlaſtingly; at another time was condemned as Hereſy and Blaſ- 
phemy. At ſeveral times and places there were not leſs than nine 
or ten forms of Confeſſion ; differing from one another, and from 
the Nicene Creed, and the whole Church. And their diſtinctions 
were ſo nice and unintelligible; that it was next to impoſſible for 
any private Man, or even any Council, to give an account of their 
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by a Council in the year 322; approved. of, 323; condemned again, 
324. Athanaſius was condemned at Tyre, while Conſtantine was 
alive, in 3353 afterwards at Antioch, in 341; at Milan, 355; at 
Arles oF Conſtantinople: and approved-of at Rome, Sardis, and 
Alexandria: and the principles of them both were condemned at 
Sirmium, 357; where there were above three hundred Biſhops 
of the Weſt; beſides thoſe of the Eaſt . The Arian Councils 
„ were convened by the ſame Authority, which all the world knows 
did at that time convocate Councils; and by which the eight 
« general Councils did meet; that is, by the Emperor all were 
& called; and as many or more did come to them, than came to the 
«© moſt famous Council of Nice: The Profeſſors of Error, as Au ſtine 
ſays, ſurpaſſed the numbers of the Profeſſors of the Truth; as the 
ſauds of the Sea do the ſtars of Heavens, The Hereſy of Arius, 
fays the Author of Nazianzen's life, poſſeſſed in a manner the 
whole extent of the world. Vincentius Lirinenfis ſays, the poiſon of 
Arianiſm had defiled not only a /mall part but almgſt all the. whole: 
world: „ adeq ut prope cunctis Latini nominis Epiſcopis, partim vi, 
« partim fraude, deceptis, caligo offunderetur.”** Biſhops were: 
againſt Biſhops, Councils againſt Councils, and the whole Church 
with the Pope himſelf became Arian, and ſchiſmatical k. And. 
for many ages the heat aud rage of the two parties were ſo violent, 
(Up the Arians were at length ad led that Orthodoxy and. 
eterodoxy ſeem to have been almoſt appropriated to the differences, 
upon this one Subject, and its immediate Confequences. All, who, 
defended the Conſubſtantiality, were confidered as Orthodox; and. 
all who oppoſed it, as Heretics. The very ſame expreſſions were: 
counted orthodox in the Homoorfians, which were judged. to be: 
heretical in the Arians. And many Sabellian and polytheiſtical ex- 
preſſions, which Albanaſius would have condemned; became cur= 
rent in the Church, and were excuſed and ſuffered ; becauſe they: 
were mean'd and defigned againſt the Arians, At length theſe 
oppolite and contradictory Opinions begat oppoſite and contradic- 
tory Creeds ; and it was nothing extraordinary to hear ſuch as, 
were eſteemed orthodox, becauſe . at one time, arguing. 


c 


- . 


4 Ammianus Marcel. Gronov, Note p. 70. — 1 Ch. Hift. 58. f Taylor's | Lib. of 
Proph. p. 108. 8 Epift. ad Vincent, * HKlieks's Apol, Vind. p. 22. 37. | 


— 


upon. 


1 WO" 
= 


| 


= — * —— — — 4 — 2 
- „ ET ra erg es 2 —ͤ — — 
” 


* 


Eres ©. > 
2 2 


. 
— —_— 
— 4 


1 
ä RR 


2 >, TA 2 - * . 
* 
9 = 
— . ceo aaa EE * 
. 1 . — 


nne 
22 — 


— TT. 


— EE na. 


— 94s — 
— 
— W — = 
= Rn Les 
— 
. - 


— 
Kr r 


* — r — 
— . ˙-¹ * 


—— 


— 


9 
2 


r — — Cn = I 


a we 


—_— — 
4 


—— ä́—́—m—ZVZ=BABP AA ꝗůàunQ dad.en4 
"ry _ U — 


—— 
. 


* 
1 
5 


32 Tf es wow PE Pile VII. 
upon the principles of ' Sabellius ; at another time, upon thoſe of | 
Gregory Nyſſen, and the Polytheifis. Thus, when they would prove, 
that it was the Son only that was born of the Virgin Mary; it 
could not be done by the Nicene Creed, which taught that the Fa- 
ther and Son were joined together indiviſibly; as it is underſtood by 
Athanafians, and other learned men: but by the Fſeudo-athanaſian 
Creed, which taught that each of the three Perſons was of himſelf 
God; 1. e. a ſeparate and diſtin& Subſtance: and when they would 
prove the Unity, it could not be done by the Pſeudo-athangſian 
Creed, which ſuppoſes each of himſelf God; but by the Nicene 
Creed, which taught that the three Perſons were joined together in- 
diviſibly. By theſe means, though they found the advantage of an- 
ſwering the objections to the homoouſian Scheme, ſo as to ſatisfy 
the common people; by telling them, that the Chriſtian Verity 
taught but one being, and the Catholic Religion the direct contrary; 
and they muſt belteve them both: yet one would think, they 
could not eaſily believe their own arguments, nor ſatisfy their 
own minds; except they examined things very ſuperficially: for no 
man can believe contrary Propoſitions at the ſame time. On the 
other hand, they did great diflervice to the cauſe of Religion, in the 
eyes of judicious men; by eſtabliſhing Contradictions, and laying 
themſelves open to all the objectious that attend the three different 
Syſtems ſeparately; (two of which muft be falſe:) as well as ex- 
poſing themſelves to the manifeſt abſurdities and inconſiſtences, 
which ariſe from comparing them together. | 
And now for many ages the Patriarchs and Biſhops were fo 
much more guided by political than religious motives ; that they 
were ready on all occaſions to change their opinions, and approve 
or diſapprove of doctrines; as was moſt agreable to the Emperors' : 
and, as the matter was carried at laſt in favour of the homo- 
oufians; theſe have mainteined that doctrine ever ſince with a high 
hand, and with great art and cunning : not only puniſhing thoſe 
who preſumed to queſtion it, but diſcouraging as much as poſſible 
all examination into it, either by Reaſon or Scripture; and 
repreſenting it as a Myſtery, above our reaſon, aud dangerous to be 
examined into; and the very appealing to the Scripture, inſtead of 
the Councils, was looked upon as Hereſy and Arianiſm. The 
„ Scripturarians, ſays Prateolus, Satan lea'd into Error; as he did 


3 Sce Chap. viii, 
« formerly 


4 formerly the Arians; whiPft they admitted only the holy Scrip- 
ei ture, rejecting the learned and holy Interpreters; againſt whom the 
% Catholicks oppoſe Tradition x.“ But the Ariaus were not any 
better off, when they receiv'd Tradition. For if the ancient Fa- 
thers they appealed - to, did not hold the homooufian doctrine, their 
caſe was not at all mended; they were {till Heretics ; and the 
ſcandal fell upon the Fathers themſelvesl. For when the Ante- 
nicenes, to whom both the Athanaſians and Arians appealed at firſt 
for the primitive Faith of the Church, were found to be of the 
ſame opinion as Arius in the two great points of Coequality ahd 
'Conſubſtantiality 3 inſtead of diſculpating Arius, they accuſed 
the Fathers themſelves to whom they appealed : and thus we find 
that Origen is ſometimes called the fountain of Arianiſm ; ſome- 
times Dionyſius of Alexandria, ſometimes Lucian the Martyr. And 
many others, who had been eſteemed as Orthodox in the ages in 
which they lived, long before Aris was born; are branded by the 
moderns with the imputation of Hereſy, merely becauſe he be- 
liev'd as they did who liv'd before him. Gelaſius upon this account 
rejects Clemens Alex. Tertullian, Julius Afric. Origen, Cyprian, Ar- 
nobius, Lactantius, Euſebius Cæſ. ® &, And Cardinal Perron taxes 
Origen, . Euſebius, Irenæus, Tertullian, with the ſame Hereſy ; and 
allows of all the Fathers before the Council of Nice, that the 
Arians would gladly be tried by them, In like manner Petavius 
ſhews, that all Antiquity was Arian; and tells us, that Biſhop 
Alexander, the great oppoſer of Arius, exaggerated matters; when. 
he afferts, that the inequality was the invention of. Arius».—What 
greater proofs can be expeCted, that the Arians held the Ante-nicene 
Faith? But however, the Homooufran doctrine was "eſtabliſhed at. 
Nice; by the means already mention'd: and was underſtood * for 
many ages after, agreably to the doctrines of the Athanaſians. 
But at length the Peripatetic Philoſophy, or the Philoſophy of 
Ariftotle, which for many ages had been neglected, began to pleaſe 
the Students in good Literature; and this Philoſophy being renewed 
by the Mahometan Arabians, and thence ſucked-in by the. Schole- 
men, . utterly aboliſhed the Evangelical Theology *. The Arabian 
Commentators, ſays Dr. Robinſon, were deemed the moſt ſkilful 


P · l 22. . 25. 
Hiſt. » Owen's Theol, I. iv. c. 28. f 0 P. N 1 * 


* 
* 
———— — * 
— — 


* 
f 
A 
— 
: o 
1 
[4 
42 
i: 
13 
» 
wii: 
9 : 
4 L 
q: 
2 
= - 
U 
1 
g 
* 


14 
q 
1 
js 


— 


%;‚ͥ hr 67 ol Oo») 0 


and authentic guides in the ſtudy of Ariſtoil's Syſtem; and from 
them the Schole-men derived the Genius and Principles of their 
Philoſophly P 5 is 
And now. the homooufrarnis began to divide among themſelves. 
as formerly; ſome arguing upon the old Albanaſian Principles of 
three Subſtances joined töelber by a Perichorefis, like a three- 
fold cord; and others upon the Philofophy of Arifotle. And this 
was the. diſpute between Prler Lombard” and Abbot Joachim. 
Upon which the ArAorelian Trinity, n ares: 
one God, becauſe they have One and the ſame-numerical Eſſence, 
or Oufia; which is the ſame with the old Sabellian doctrine of 
Praxeas, Paulus Samoſatenus, Artemon, &c. ptevaled over the Auba- 
naſian doctrine of the Perichorefis; and over all others: and was 
eſtabliſhed at the fourth general Council of Laterand. And thus 
| Pagan. Chriſtianity, which was as idblatrous in this century, as 
ever the worſhip was in gypt or Babylon ; receiv'd the farther 
improvement of a Mahomedan Commentary: And St. Athanaſius 
gave way to Ariſlotle.— But ſtill the Nicene and Atbanaſian Creeds 
were maintein'd in the Romiſb Church, as if they had been con- 
fiſtent with one another; and were tranſplanted all together into 
the Proteſtant Churches: And the Engliſb Clergy continue to 
fubſcribe to them all; and the writing in defenſe of them all to- 
gether is looked- upon as the greateſt ſign of Orthodoxy. 
Iſt. That there is only One divine Subſtance: to the Father, 
Son,. and Holy Ghoſt, as eſtabliſhed by the Council of Lateran,. 
and receiv'd into the Church of England in her ſecond and fourth 
Articles, and the proper Preface to the Communion: Service for 
i TD | * 
2dly. That there are ?ree divine Subſtances joined together inſe- 
barably; which is the Senſe of the Nicene Council and Creed, as 
explaned by the learned“. | 2 
We That there are three ſeparate, divine Sußſtances; each of which. 
has all the divine Attributes, and is of himſelf both God and 
Lord. And this is the doctrine of the Athanafian: Creed, as it is 
called; and it can be no otherwiſe explaned. For each of them of 
himſelf cannot be God, except each be of himſelf a diſtinct and 


> 


» Diff. of Ch. V. Vol. I. Note-28,—Prizzaux:Connex. ad an. 336. See Det. I. p. rg, 
Note xx. and Note xxii. r bid. See the Account of the Pericborgſit above, p. 33. 
c. and Nicep, Vol. II. 245. 252. 7 | 
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ſeparate Subſtance. And this was the doctrine of Cyril, Gregory 
. Nyſſen, &c.* 

"Here we ſee, that. every ſect of the homo zuſians has had its day: 
and made uſe of it to eſtabliſh its own particular Senſe of the 
word: and what is once eſtabliſhed 1s not eaſily to be rejected after- 
wards; though ever ſo contradictory to what was eſtabliſhed before. 
For the Chriſtians dreſs-up their F aith, as the Eggl iſh do their 
Kings for a Coronation: they load them with every ne Ornament 
that comes in yogue ; but leave; oft nothing. that was ever in uſe 
. before. 

This is the preſent ſtate of the Controverſy. - The three oppoſite 
Syſtems are all held for true; and the denial of any one of them 
is heretical : and what the penalty of Hereſy is, may be ſeen 1 in 
the Law-books. So that however the Chriſtians may juſtly boaſt, | 
when they ſpeak of Chriſtianity, i in general, that it has been pro- 
pagated by Reaſon and Argument; the 'homs ooufian doctrine has 
from the beginning been ſupported by Violence and Fraud, as I 
ſhall more 5 ully prove : and does not ſtand upon the ſame founda- 
tion with the other doctrines of Chriſtianity, which have been 
always held in the Church. St. Au ſtine makes this diſtinction; 
when he ſays, „it is reaſonable to believe, that whatever has 
<6 been generally received in the Church, and always held the 
„ ſame without being ordained by a Council, comes to us by 
« Apoſtolical Tradition.“ And Vincentius Lirinenf is ſays, „ quod 
ab omnibus, &c. what has been held by all, every where, and 
« at all times, is catholic: but it is does not appear by theſe 
marks, that the hombonſian Doctrine is air Apoſtolic or Catholic. 
And indeed how can it be ſuppoſed to be ſo; when it is confeſſed 
by Jerom, that the Apoſtles themſelves were not ſuch proficients as 
to underſtand the generation of the Son from the Father's Sub- 
ſtance x: and it is allowed both by Papiſts and Proteſtants, that it 
was not underſtood and ſettled till the 4th Century ? : and we are 
told by Theodoret, that the Nicene Form of Le Was invented; 
to demoliſh the Faith of the Arians*, 


t Let. I. p. 3 Let. VII. 149. Auguſt. de Baptiſ. con. Don. c. 24. * Patrick's 
| We of en, . See Let. 1. p. 24+ 101. 106, * Theod.l. 11. 
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. bat ark 15 ts be. allowed to the. FOTO Councits'; and particu- 


” Gere Phe: Hombouſia 
| was at fir 2 ab., ec : * ; 


T HE Church of England, which is by uct the moſt reſpeG- 


able of alt the Proteſtant Churches ; *. declares. in the 21 
Article, that General Councils may err; and that the Church of 


| Feruſalem, - Alexandria, Antioch, and Rowe, have erred ; not. only 1 in 


their living and manner of Ceremonies; but in matters of Faith. 
And to this Article every Boy, as ſoon as he leaves Schole, and is 
admitted as a member in the Univerſity of Oxford, 1s. required to 
ſubſcribe ; ſo that even children are looked upon by the Church of 


England, as of ſufficient Capacity. to judge. concerning the decrees 


of Councils; and as having a right to cenſure, therns, when ep 
find them to 'be erroneous. 


The Church of Rome receives or rejedls the * Covncils as 
ſhe pleaſes; nay, ſometimes: approves one part of a Council, and 


rejects another; as in thoſe. of Canftance and Frankfort *, - Pigbius, 
the antagoniſt of Luther, mainteins; that General Councils are 


nat of divine Original, but merely human: and Gregory the Ninth 
aſſerts; that no Council can give Law to the Roman Church b. 
In ſhort, they neither receive the Fathers, nor Councils; unleſs 


9 


they are approved of by the Pope, and agree. with the current 
opinions ©, 


The ſixth general Council, confirmed by Pape Adrian, Jefincd; | 
that Marriage was diflolved -by Hereſy : The Council of Trent, 


confirmed by Pope Pius the Fourth, defined ; 1 55 it was not. The ; 


* 3 1 viene de 1 . * 754 p. 25 1.—L F Decrecali di Greg. i ix. 
© Fames's Corruption of the Fathers. * Drelincourt, p. 157.— And ſo Cardinal Cſanus at 
the Council of B; Scripturas non ad eſſe; fed ad bene eſſe Eccleſiæ facere ; Tanto dig- 
nius Verbum Dei tradi, quanto ab annis fcriptura remotius. Explicandam Scripturam eſſe 
juxta cyrrentem Eccleſiæ ritum: qua ſententiam I Dei etiam judicium mutetur. 
See Dan. Geddes Hiſt. Evang. Renovat. Tom. I. p. 32. who cites Cu/anus 7th Ep. to the 


Bohemians. Heidegger Hiſt, Papat. p. 180. Cites the ſame words. A. Deacon e $ 
Niſcqurſes. 


Council 
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Council of RT: decreed, that a General Council was above the 
Pope: The laſt Lateran Council condemned this decree. The 
Council of Baſil, confirmed by Pope Nicholas; was * by 
the laſt Lateran Council, confirmed by Pope Len 
The little regard the Weſtern Churches pay to General Coun- 
cils, even when headed by the Pope, we may ſee in this; that 
they make no ſcruple to contradict their decrees without the leſt 
authority from any other; as appears in no leſs material a point, 
than the fixing of a public Creed. It was a queſtion in the days 
of Cyril and Theodoret, about the year 360; whether the Holy 
Ghoſt received his Eſſence from the Father only; or from the Fa- 
ther and the Son: The Nicene Council had not. conſidered it; but 
in their Creed had ſaid ſimply, « I believe in the Holy Ghoſt ;'* | 
and there the genuine Nicene Creed ends c. The ſecond general 
Council, viz. that of Conſtantinople, thought this Article wauted 
ſome addition and added, the Lord and giver of Liſe; who pro- 
cedeth from de Father: and 1t was voted in the Council of Epheſus, 
that there ſhould be no addition made to this. [And all theſe 
Councils are Standards of Orthodoxy in England.] But the queſtion 
being agitated in the Weſt, whether the Holy Ghoſt did not procede 
from the Son; they carried it in the affirmative; and added Pliogue 
to the Conſtantinopolitan Creed; and ſung, it publicly in their 
Liturgy. This was done in the Spaniſh and French Churches. The 
matter was referred to Leo III. ;. who concluded againſt the addi- 
tion to the. ancient Creed, which Creed had: been authoriſed by a 
General Council, and receiv'd by the whole Church: and he had 
the Creed engraven in greek and latin on ſilver plates, without the 
addition; and ſet-forth in the Church behind the altar of St. Peter; 
not to be altered. But not long after, the following Popes, more in 
love with their own authority than the peace and unity of the 
Church, admitted the addition; and Nicolas the Firſt was con- 
demned for ſo doing. And yet it continues {till in all the weſtern 
Churches, as the Orientals complain; contrary to a general Coun- 
cil and Pope, which prohibited all additions b. Biſhop Prideaux in 
his Synopſis of the Councils tells us; that in the ſecond Council 
of Lions Ithe twelfth eee! Council in 1274] Michael Falæc 


kf See Dr Stratford, Diſcourſe on the Neceſlity of Reformation, in the Trafs on 0 Popary 


8 8o it is given by Athanaſius, Niceph, Vol, II. 5 5 See 
75 on the Creed yz p. 325. 1+ 
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zlegur the: Emperor was: compelled: by noxity-to make his (Greeks 
ſubſcribe Piliogue; who neverthleleſsorecanted as they went: home. 
And thus HFflioque has been kept inthe weſtern Church, in 
of General Councils and Popes; till 12743 and 20/12, thedecree;of the | 
ſecond Council u of Lions, ever) ſince. And: 10; ſanguine v is the 
wWeſtern Church upon it; that in the firſt Canon of this Council at 
_ declares, damnamus & reprolumus, &c. we damn and: reprobate, all 
ſuch, as preſume to deny the Holy Spirit doth ęternally procede 
dub thei Father and: Son. And on the ether hand: the Eaſtern 
Churches on every Holy Thurſday excommunicate as Schiſmaties 
and Heretics all the Latins; (ſo they call the Weſtern Churches) 
who hold Frliagur. And thus one half of htittandom is faraged 
by the other half; andthe complement is returned. 
And here I cann't help remarking; that if the ee 3 
aime when this diſpute began, believed as it now: profeſſes to, be- 
lieve; viz. that the Father and Son are of the ſame one Subſtance; 
nothing could be. more abſurdly ridieulous than the whole diſpute. 
For what could they poſſibly mean by the queſtion, whether the 
holy Ghoſt proeeded from one Subſtance or from both; when there 
was but one ſubſtance ta diſpute about? 
Here we ſee; how little deference the Chriſtian Churches pay tothe 
Authority of General Councils; when. it runs contrary to the faſhion- 
able doctrines. And yet even the Proteſtants fometimes extol 
xhis Authority: almoſt to an» Iufallibity; as, if, ſuch, Coungils 
had r in "them « beyond the COBMPN:; hence of ache 0 


7 


. 
: % J make no matter of Faith,” Jays. 8 3 «becauſe 
40. delivered neither by Scripture, nor Apoſtolic Tradition; yet I 
«© ſhall number it among the pie credibilia, that no Genetal Couneil, 
e truely ſuch, ever hath erred, or ſhall err, in matters of Faith.” 
On the contrary Archbiſhop Tillotſon, ſpeaking: of the ſeventh 
General Council, ſays: If a general Council of Atheiſts had 
met together, with a deſign to abuſe Religion by: talking ridicu- 
4 louſly about it; they could not have done it more effectually.“ 
But this perhaps might not have been looked-upon by Dr. Hammond, | 
as a general Council.— 
Here then the firſt queſtion which offers itſelf to the mind will 
be; where are theſe General Councils, which are fruely ſuch, to 


be found; and the anſwer Iam afraid, will be. very unſatisfactory, 
4 — 3 


3 CHAPTER V. 39 


Viz. that they are purely imaginary; and there never was ſuch a 
thing in the world as a General Council; and probably never will 
be: Except we take the definition of it from Hefust. They 
were all confined to the [Roman Empire; and conſequently, under 
the influence of Emperors and Popes; and were not extended to 
the whole world, as the Hiſtories and Subſcriptions provek, And 
the anſwer of the fixth Council of Conflantmople to V. zeilius Biſtiop 
of Rome, who refuſed to fit with them, becauſe there were few-of 
the-weftern : Biſhops there; confirms it: beyond Exception: viz. 
* that the meeting of the-reſt ought not to be delayed for the 
«+ weftern' Biſhops; for in the four General Councils there were 
r never found a multitude of the weſtern Biſhops ; but only two 
or three Biſhops and a few Clerks .. 
Hut ſuppoſe that there have: been General Eoontiti; yet Hers 8 
ariſes another: difficulty; that it is by no means agreed between the 
| Athanafiatts and Arians,.. nor” between the Proteſtants and Papiſts, . 
nor between the Eaſtern and Weſtern Churches, nor even among 
the Papiſts themſelves; how many of them there were, nor which 
were, General; and which were not ſo: and no body can tell, - 
which Councils to truſt-to'; till theſe queſtions be firſt determined. 
There ate no fewer than four Councils, which lay clame to the 
title of the eighth General Council; and the Pope was preſeut. 
either in perſon or- by his legates, at them all. Three of theſe 
were held at Conſtantinople; the firſt, in 861; in which Ignatius 
the Patriarch of Conflantinople' was depoſed; the next in 870; in 
| which he was reſtbred, and Photius : depofed;; and the third, in 
87 ; when; after the death” of Jenatins; Photius was reſtored =, 
| om hence we may ſee; that even the Councils themſelves which 
are called General, paid but very little reſpect to one another; and 
were ſo far from imagining, they could not errʒ that they have made 
flo (craple-to- abrogate the decrees of thoſe that went before thEmny p 


1 it wits 4 curtbitranifiver hüt e ladet Shader Oris — Romanify: bot « 
Cardinal EHE ü who! was appointed Prefident of the / Council of Trent He writes to Heft, 
that he could not underſtand how the Church could be repreſented, without the Patriarchs of 
Conflantinople and: Antioch 3' or be an 'cecunienical Council, without: them. To which Hoſtus » 
replies; that the Pope being Oecumenical Patriarch, a Council * is an Occume- . 

nital Council. He,. op. p. 373. 
_ * Baxter Ch, Hiff. p. 45. | Bid. 181, 
9 N Hiſt. Examination 1 the 9 of 8 e p' n. Pg. 
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and-eſtabli h. new and contrary. ones in 9982 ſtead; juſt as: SY 


pleaſeds. And no man wall wonder. at this, if he conſiders the 


Hiſtory of thoſe times.— 


1+ 3 


It was long before Conflantine, tbst 8 — generality op Chriliaus + 
% had loſt much of the primitive Sauctity aud Integrity both of 


« doctrine. and manners. Afterwards, when he had greatly en- 


„ riched. the Church, they began to fall in love with honour. and, 


„civil power.: and then the Chriſtian Religion went to. Wrack. 
* Firſt Luxury and Sloth, and then a great drove of Hereſies and 
„ immoralities broke looſe among them; and theſe begat Envy, 


Hatred, and Diſcord; which .abounded every Where. At laſt, 


they that were linked together! into one Brotherhood by that hol y. 


„band of Religion, were as much at variance and ſtrife among 


. « themſelves; as the moſt bitter enemies in the world could be. 


K (See Let. Ip. 8.) No reverence for, no conſideration. of their 


duty, was left among them: — the Paſtors and Biſhops and ſome - 
4 times thoſe very Fathers whom we admire and extol to ſo high. 


« a degree, every one of whom was a leader of their ſeveral 


«© flocks; thoſe very men, I ſay, fought for their. Bithoprics, as 
66 Be did. for their Sovereiguty; ſometimes throughout the 
City, ſometimes in the very, Churches, ſometimes at the Altar; 5 


« Clergymen and Laymen . fought ,promiſcoully ; } 1 flew one. 
another, and great Slaughters were made on both A Milton 


againſt Salmaſius, chap. iv. 


In the midſt of theſe times, for Conftantine did not call the 


| | Nicene Council till about the 2oth year of his reign; it can hardly. 
be imagin'd that any greater Reformation could be made.in the 


Church by a general Council, than was made at the Council of 
Trent: when Ignorance and Ambition carried all before them. 
But I procede to conſider . particularly the Authority of this 
Council at Nice. Sabinus, Biſhop of Heraclea in Thrace, in- his 
Collectio Conciliorum (which Yalefius ſpeaks-of as a very uſeful work, 
frequently quoted by Socrazes.in his Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory *;) writes, 
that the Biſhops who met together at Nice and formed the Creed, 
were imperiti, rudes, inſcii, indo&i, omniumque rerum ignari; with- 
out {kill, or experience, or knowledge or learning, and ignorant af 


All things, Petavius calls them rudes & liter glos; ; Calvin calls 


* 1 5 Ch, Hl 4638. 67. | | 7 flea I* „9. 
them 
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them Funaticos; 3 and Muſculus ſays, they were à Satana inſtigati ; 

Peter Martyr writes, it eos affeciibus agitatos, ut ſeſe ceu anagops; 

aut Furie geſſerint; Biligue et flomacho tanlum indulſerint a. Beta 

lays; ſuch was the. folly, ignorance, ambition, a and wickedneſs of 

many Biſhops, even in the fü times; if compared with thoſe 
up 


that followed, that v woul 
their Aſſemblies sz. j 

Archbiſhop WW. ae e that ere any thing i in Antiquity 
. more expoſed the Chriſtian n Religion heretofore, or may 
more deſerve our ſerious Attention at this day; than the Violence, 
the paſſion, the malice, the falſeneſs the Oppreſſion, which. reigned | 
in moſt of the. Synods held by lane the firſt, and after him 
by! che eee Emperors ; ; upon oecaſin of the Arian Contro- 


poſe the Devil was , prelident in 


; . T4 o 


* . Andrew, "Marvel fays; it feems to have been a. pityfol buſi- 
els ; with all the circumſtances of other worldly affairs; 
ennie ad by n ſpirit of ambition and contention; the firſt, and ſq 
the great eſt ceconomical blow, that by Chriſtians was ever given to 
Chriſtianity—a mere imperial or eccleſiaſtical machine; ho free 
agent + bur een e and let down mY the hand of the work 
3 And hl is .confiemed by Ur Jak os 3 175 ahſer pez, that 
& as ſpon as the Empire became Chriſtian, the Roman Emperors 
% began to call general Councils out of the Provinces; and by 
« preſcribing to them what- points; they ſhould conſider, and in- 
% fluencing them by their teten and ar, they SR: what 
«Party: they pleaſed.” 
Mr. John Hales of Eton lays 4 Se in general; It was ne» | 
ver heard in any profeſſion, that concluſion of Truth went by 
plurality of voices; the Chriſtian ; profeſſion alone excepted : and [ 
how, often muſed, how. it came to paſs; that the way, which 
in all other ſeiences is not t able to Warrant the poorelt conclu- 


erte hr Hin, lib. 1. 5. 10. 0 40 1 Kin. 1 I 
* Omitto quod ipſa temporùm H Alen manifeſte probat; optimis illis aortas (i cum 
poſterioribus conferantur) eam fuiſſe nonnulloram Eeidporun partim Ambitionem, partim 
futilitatem & Ignorantium, ac multorum etiam apertiſſimam ac deſperatiſſimam Improbita- 
tem; ut Satanam plane cœtibus eorum præfuiſſe, vel ipſi cæci facillime perſpiciant. Baus, 
in his dedication of the New Teſt. | 
Authority of Princes, p. 305. 


© On the Prophecies, p. 195. 
G | = | ſion; 
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ſion ; ſhould be thought. ſufficient. to give Authority | in Divinity, 
the ſupreme Empreſs of Sciences. And of the Council of Nice 


in particular, he ſays; If the Diſcretion of the chief guides and 


directors of the Church, did, in a point ſo trivial, ſo inconſiderate 


las the time of Keeping Eaſter] ſo manifeſtly fail thein ; as not to 
ice the TE in a iy 00 e it is the dg marvel _ 


competent lee of the Welten, no in eur: 1 Perueen ihe 
| 01352 WHO'D 7181555 SHO CE 

Binius iaddeed biber us, that ſeveral of tas Fathers aſcribed di- 
vine Inſpiration to this Council; calling it the word of God, as 
Athanaſius ; others, the divine Otacles of the holy Ghoſt . But 
perhaps no more was mean'd by this, than by the Engliſh be 


ture; when we are told, in the Statute that firſt eſtabliſhed the 


turgy in England, that it was concluded by the Biſhops with hs 
uniform agreement, by the aid of the holy Ghoſt v. For, notwith- 
ſtanding this, it has undergone four famous alterations ſince that 
time : which certainly would not have been mop 1 78 if the words 
had been underſtood in a ſtrict ſenſe. And it is juſt the ſame 
with the Councils: they always briug-in the bd Ghoſt-to abet 


their deciſions, whether orthodox or heretical; aud Aa 
Councils look upon it as mere matter of Form, and make no ſcruple 
to reſcind them. Thus the general Council of Sirmium in 357 


believed ſo little of the Iuſpiration of Nice in 325; that 300 Biſhops 
out of the Weſt, beſides the Eaſtern Biſhops, made no ceremony in 


reſcinding their decrees; and drawing a new Confeſſion of F aith; ; 


from which the Shibboleth Homooufios was rejected. 1 

We find; that the Emperor Conflantine, notwithſtanding he knew 
the influence of a more powerful agent upon their determinations ; 
and had a bundle of their Papers, ſtuffed with the accuſations' of 
the Biſhops againſt one another ; (which he very prudently burn d) 
thought fit to pay them this great and profane compliment; that 


what 300 Biſhops had agreed upon, ought not to be any otherwiſe 


eſteemed, than the Sentence of God himſelf; eſpecially ſince the 
Spirit of God could not fail to fit upon the minds of fo famous men; 


u Has Tracts. Note on the W Tom. t. p. 261. V GhifpulPs (Archdeacon 
of Hen charge in 1711. 


and 


— 


* 


(AT PET EUR IX. 6s. 
aa impart to them the mind and will of God *—This'i is the argu- 


ment which Socrates uſes againſt Sabinus ; who, as I obſerved, 
found fault with the Nicene Creed; and ſaid, it was drawn up by ig- 


norant and unſkilful men. To which Socrates anſwers, thougli 


they might be rude and unſkilful; yet being aſſiſted wy. Bod ey 
could not err from the Truth! 


But this being a Petitio Principii, Biſhop Bull Ae to amend . 
the argument; as follows—quam bypothefin” ji quis nolit admittere, po- 


terit ad id gun Argumentatio Socrates ita inſtitui & formari. Patres 


Nicæni ut inperiti & rudes fuiſſe fingantur; pii tamen certe maximam 
Puartem fuere: Incredibile autem eft, tot viros ſanctos & probatos, er 
omnibus orbis Chriftiani regionibus convenientes, (qui qualicurque alias 
imperitia laboraverint; certe ignorare non poterant elementariam de S. S. 


Trinitate dofirinam, etiam Catechumenis tradi folitam, aut quid ipfi ea 


de re a majoribus \accepiſſent A  nefarie- conſpirare potuiſſe ad hoc, wt 


7 7 . 
Though they might be ſuppoſed to bo. unſkilful and; lined; 


yet being for the moſt part pious,” it is incredible that /o many holy 


men, brought from all parts of the Chriſtian world; who, what- 
ever might be their defects, certainly could not be ignorant of the 
dodtrine of the Trinity, which was taught even 10 their Catechumens; 
or what they had received from their ancęſtors upon that Subject; 
ſhould wwickedly conſpire to make innovation. in the receiv'd vortzne 
of the Church in the primitive Article of Chriſtianity. 


Now all this laboured Paragraph, from the beginning to the ood, 


is mere Fallacy and Impoſition- 

PFirſt, the Emperor ſuppoſes; that 8 8 300 Biſbops had agreed 
upon, ought not'to be eſteemed any other than the Spirit of God; 
and Socrates ſays, being aſſiſted by the Spirit of God they could 
not err from the Truth. - But where do find, that they were 


aſſiſted by the Spirit of God? or any promiſe that God will aſſiſt 
Chriſtian aſſemblies in the diſcuſſion of ſuch metaphyſical queſ- 


tions as they diſputed about; and which the New Teſtament 
every where avoids? Or if the Spirit of God did aſſiſt ſome of 
them; how ſhall we know, which party it was that He aſſiſted! 
or where mall we find, that, in 2 ſuch Wrangiths the it of 20 


* See his Letter, Soc. J. ix. a Seer, I. ix —Niceh, viii, 5 Bali OP. p. 2. 
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es with the Majority of votes? But the difficulty is a great, i il the 
wen of God did afhiſt them; as if it did at. For what, mal we 
then ſay to the Council of Hrimimim, which conſiſted of a 
number of Biſhops a few years after; who rejected the word homo- 
oufios, denied the Father and Son to be conſubſtantial, and con- 
demned the Nicene Council, and the word 0 becauſe. not {uſed 
in Seripture ? e 
Ain, in his diſpute . Ae the Arian. iſhop; 
ſenſible, that, upon this account, the authority of the Council 12 - 
Nice was of no ſignification. He knew, that the Council of Ari- 
minum, which was againſt him; was in other things equal to 
that of Nice; and in numbers ſuperior. If the Council of Nice 
was authoriſed by the Emperor Gonflantine, ſo was this by. Conftans : . 
If there were 300 Biſhops at Nice; Bellarmine and Melchior Canus, 
Biſhop of the Canaries, reckon 60 at Ariminum d; others ſay, 
1000; and therefore Bellarmine calls it a General Council; upon 
f | which account Av "fin declares to Maximus, that he will not avail 
himſelf of the Nicene Council; butthe queſtion ſhould be determined 
by Scripture and Reaſon. Nec ego Nicænum, nec Tu debes Avimi- 
nenſe, 1anquam praejudicaturus, proferie Concilium; nec ego jun, nec tu 
illius Aucloritaie detineris. Seripturarum AuQoritatibus, non quo- 
rumcunque propriis, ſed utriſque communibus Teſtibus, Gault. A 
cauſa, res cum re, ratio cum rat ione certet ©. 
_ 2dly. It is incredible, ſays the Biſhop; that ſo maliy holy men 
ſhould wickedly conſpire, &c. but Sabinus did not accuſe Them. of 
Wwickedly conſpiring ; but of being ignorant and ynlearned: 
 3dly. The Biſhop argues, that it is incredible; they thould con- 
ſpire to make an Innovation in the received Doctrines. But this is 
the very queſtion in diſpute; whether the Innovation was made 
by the Arians, or Athanafians. It is certain, that the Arians were 
willing to be tried either by the Scripture or Antiguizy but with 
this the Aibanaſians were not content. 

In the 5th Council of Antioch, which was s called by 8 
in obedience to his Father's. orders, to inquire into the. Faith after 
the affair of Arius was over; the Biſhops of the Council declared 
to the Biſhops of every Ciry, that wed belend agreably to the 
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Antiq. p. 215. © Hieron, lib. III. c. 14. | 
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Faith delisred down from the beginning, preſeribed; and that they 
were not followers of Arius, but rather had admitted him, upon a 
thorough examination, of his Faith. — And theſe Preſented a Form 
of faith, in which the word Hombouſi, os was not mentioned; nor 


was it aid, that the Father and Son were e eee 


after ſome ſtay at Antioch, they found and publiſhed alſo the Form, 


which was compoſed by Lucian the Martyr; from which the ſame 


word was rejected; and it was ſaid, that the Father, Son, and holy 


Ghoſt were three Hypeſiaſes ; but in 8 one. And Athangſius 


ſays ; a third Form, produced by Theophronius, was approved- of i in 
the Couneil; in which nothing was mentioned concerning Ouſia, 
or Sybſtance® It does not therefore appear, that the rejecting the 
word homooufios, was an Innovation of the Arians; but more probably 
that the introducing it, was an Innovation of the Atbanaſians, for 
we are well aſſured, that it was neither in the Scripture, nor in 


* 


of Antiech, long before the Council of Nice. 

_ © 4thly. The Biſhop ſays; ſo many holy men, brought from. all 
Parte, could not be ignorant of the Hoctrine of the holy Trinity; 

which was 4aught to the Catechumens, and which they receiu d from 


. — 4 


Rowe Anceſtors —As to their Holineſs; it does not appear, that the 


Athanafi ans were more holy than the Arians, or the Council of 
Nice more holy than that of Ariminum: nor that Evſebius-and his. 
friends were mere holy, when: they ſubſcribed to the Nicene Faith 
for fear of the Emperor; than when, they reſigned their Biſhoprics, 
and went into baniſhment, upon reperting of that. Subſeription. 
There were certainly holy and jy men, on both ſides; and in 
perſecuting one another, they were all unboly. But whatever 
were their moral characters, they were. all ſubject to miſtakes: and 


from whatever part of the world they were brought, they were all 


under the dominion of the Emperor; and under his influence. 
And to ſay they could not be ignorant of. the dattrine of the Trinity, 
is nothing to the purpoſe. The Afrians believed tlie 7. rinity, as well 


as the Athanafignss;. and o did Dr. Sour b, and Dr. Sherlock, and Dr. 


Clarke, and Br. Waterland; and yet they found matter enough to 


Ape about, in nn Weit ſeveral Qpinians, 8 to the no- 


Sand, race Hig. Enuc. lib, 11. . 67. o See his Creed, in. che 3 No, 3 
| 5 M7 tion 5 


the moſt ancient Creeds; and that it was condemned deche Pouncit | 
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tion; that the Arhanafian Doctrine was taught-10 their Catechumens, | 
and reteiv'd from their Anceſtors; there is not the leaſt probability 
of it. Socrates calls it a logical Controverſy ; and tells us, it 
pervaded all "Egypt, Libya, 7. bebars; and all the Oriental Pro- 
vinces; and encreaſed to that degree, that in every City the Biſhops 
were divided againſt the Biſhops; and the People againſt the 
People: that it was a doubtful queſtion, never before diſcuſſed; 
that many of the Bifhops and Clergy ſided with Arrzs, and many 
pious venerable and ingenious men; and the Synods of 'Bithyna 
and Paleine communicated with him, and wrote to all the Biſhops 
to do the ſameb. Even Biſhop Alexander, the great oppoſer of 
Arius, was a long time wavering between the two opinions; be- 
fore he fixedi. And it planely appears from the letter of Conſtantine 
to Athanaſius and Arius; that it was not then looked-upon as an Ar- 
ticle of Faith: but a queſtion of fruitleſs curioſity *, If theſs 
things are true, how is it poſſible, that it ſhould be a doctrine, 


which was taught to the Catechumens; and en from their 
Anceſtors? © WNT Flein 


— 


Soc rates ſays, in rife: to Sabine ; ; that therk were many wife 
2 men at the Nicene Couneil: and there is no doubt of 
: and yet the Creed might be formed by men of a very different 
Character, as to this particular article; who might make the ma- 
jority againſt them, and outvote them; as they ſeem to have done 
in ſome eltions of the utmoſt importance, two of which are 

ready at Tan: Iſt. We know, that it was deſigned by this 

Council; that no words ſhould be uſed, in ſettling this artiele of 
Faith; but what were in Seripture i. And this Was approved-of, 
as 1 obſerved; by men of the beſt ſenſe; ſuch as Euſebius, Baſil, 
Athanaſius , &c. And yet the Council rejected the Creed, which 
Euſebius had drawn in that manner; and preferred another with 
the unſcriptural word homvouftos in it, which is purely metaphy- 
ſical. Another inſtance we find upon the important ſubject of 
Perſecution. Athanaſius ſpeaks very ſtrongly againſt the uſe of 
Violence in matters of Religion as the work of the Devil; and 
condemns the Arians, in baniſhing thoſe who would not ſubſcribe 
their decrees; as friends to the Devil: and yet this very Council 
baniſhed Arias, Euxoius, &c. for Non-ſubſcription. How could 


® Socr, lib. I. e. 15. p. 426, 427, 428. 1 Nic. viii. c. 5,  * See above ch. ii.—Socr. 


theſe 


lib. I. e. vii. | See Cudworibh, 608, m See Ch. i. 


CHAPTER, v. 47 
theſe things be; exept the opinious of the wiſe and 150 had 


been overruled by the Ignorant; or, what is much the ſame thing 


in the preſent argument; unleſs the minds of the wiſe and learned. 
were too much inflamed by their Intereſts and. W 0 to liſten 
to the voice of Reaſon.— 
So that, notwithſtanding there might be many wiſe: men pre- 
ſent at the Nicene Council, which  Sabinus does not deny; but 
particularly mentions! Ex -bius Pamphik, as one who deſery'd to be 
credited o; the words of Sabinus may ſtill be true, that the Creed 
Was compoſed by. unſkilful and unlearned men; for any thing that. 
appears to the contrary from what has been faid by 8 are t 
antine, Socrates, or Biſhop A a 
But 1 muſt not leave this Subject; e taking notice of a 
Mike, which is faid to have been wrought: in favour of the 
Council; for, if the power of God appears in Confirmation of it, 
all arguments againſt it muſt give way. The account is thus 
given us by Nicepborus. During the time that the acts of the: 
Nicene Council were finiſhing, it happened that two of tlic 
6 Biſhops died; who had not yet. ſubſcribed. The reſt, of tlie 
« Fathers coming to the common burial-place, and ſtanding round 
„ the Tomb holding the libell e in their hands; ſaid to them, as if 
4 they had been alive and heard them; Divine Fathers, ye have 
« fought a good fight with us; ye have finiſhed your courſe; ye 
% have kept the Faith: And now if you think what we have done, 
« ought to ſuceede; becauſe ye now ſee more clearly ;- being en⸗ 
E .lightned by the immediate Glory of the Trinity; it is proper 
you ſhould ſign the libell. together. with: us. $0 ſay ing they laid 
4 the libell ſealed upon the grave; and paſſed the night without 
« fleep: and the next day coming to the grave, the ſeal being un- 
4“ broken, they unfolded the libel}, and found heir Subſcriptions 
added to the reſt, as yet freſh, and in theſes words. We Chry- 
“ ſanthus and Muſenius, who agreed with all the Fathers in the 
& firſt holy and Oecumenical Council of Nice, though tranſlated | 
in body, with our own hands have ſubſcribed the lbell?e,” 
What may be thought to confirm this ſtory is another account 
of the e eee of Providence upon. a like cee and this 


Yeh, 
viii. 23. | | 
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ſtory is favoured by no leſs a man than Biſhop Bull. We are told 
by Gregory Nyſen, in his life of Gregory: Thaumniurgus; that the 
Virgin Mary, accompanied by St. ohn, appeard to Gregory in a 

viſion; and explaned to him the whole myſtery of Godlineſs in a 
ſhort Creed, which he took down in writing as they dictated it to 
him; and left a Copy of it as a legacy to the Church. of Neo- 
ca ſarea, of which he was Brſhop. 05 ; N z t 33 3 
But Dr. Fhbitby has collected together ſuch” reaſons, as ſeem to 
invalidate the Credibility of this account ; having ſhewrt that the 


Creed is contradictory to the principles of Gregory Thaumathrgus, 


in his later writings; that it was unknown fo Bafil, the brother of 
Gregory Nyſſen; that in all the diſputes with the Arians till the age 
of Tuſtinian, no mention is made of it, nor any appeal to it, nor 
afterwards upon the drfputes concerning'ithe holy Ghoſts, &c. 


pray'd his daughter out of her grave upon fo trifling an occaſion-as 
the diſcovery of an ornament, which had been committed to her 
care a little before the died, and ſuch like; it renders all the mi- 
racles ſuſpected, that are ſaid to be ſo common in theſe ages among 
Jews, Chriſtians, and Pagan. 
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Of the firf four General Councils, and the Authority of their Canons ; 
and the Origin of the preſent 70 of Hereſy, ꝛwhich joins the ſour 
Aol general Countuls with the four Evangelſis. 


**x 


3 
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T is now time to conſider the four firſt General Councils ſingly. 


1 he Council of Nice conſiſted of two or three hundred 


Biſhops: but was ſo far from being a General Council, that 
there were but five weſtern Biſhops preſent at it, two from Italy, one 
from France, one from Spain, and one from Africa. It was held 
about the year of Chriſt 325; and Dr. Prideaux, Regius Profeſſor 
of Divinity at Oxford, and Biſhop of Vorcęſter, ſays of it. The 
“Canons of Nice being 20, nor is it ſufficiently manifefl how war- 


« rantable, came to the hands of Poſterity. And Biſhop Taylor 


4 Whitby's preface to his Quæſ. mod. r Socrat. Eccleſ. Hiſt, Hellarm. lib, I. de - 
Concil. c. 17. antepen, | | . 


« ſays, 


— 
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ſays, this Council hath been very much abuſed; and its Authority 
and great Reputation made it more liable to the fraud and pre- 
tences of idle people. For whereas the Nicene Fathers made but 
20 Canons; for ſo many and no more were receiv'd by Cecilian, 
Biſhop of Carthage (who was at Nice in the Conncil), by St. Au'fin 
and 200 African Biſhops with him; by St. Cyril of Alexandria, by 
Atticus of Conſtantinople, by Ru Mas, tfidore, , and T heodoret, as 
Bononius witneſſeth; yet there are 80 lately found out in an Ara- 
 bian MS. and publiſhed in Latin by Turrianus and Alphonſus of Piſa, 
Jeſuits ſurely, and likely to be maſters. of the mint, [which Dr. 
Comber ſays, neither Baronius nor the Annotator dare to defend] and 
not only the Canons, but the very Acts of the Njcene Council are 
falſe and ſpurious; and are ſo confeſſed to be by Baronius 
for the Nicene Council was foully tampered-with*, aud indeed it 
does not appear, that the Acts of the Council were ever com- 
| Fax to Writing, do that moſt. Probably. theſe. muſt all be 
ITOrge . e 5 
hi, 0's the Canons of his Council, confideripg that! it is one 'of EL 5 
the Teſts of Hereſy in England, are very remarkable. The zd forbids 
the Biſhops, Prieſts, and Deacons to ſleep. with their wives. And 
this agrees with what is ſaid hy Ferom againſt Vigilantius; that if 
a Biſhop gets children after he becomes a Biſhop, he ſhall not be 
looked upon as a Huſband, but as an Adulterer 4; ,*, non quaſi Vir 
4 tenebitur, ſed quali Adulter damnabitur.“ We are told indeed 
buy the Eecleſiaſtical Hiſtorians ; that this Canon was prevented 
from being eſtabliſhed by Papbnutius; who opined, that thoſe 
who were already married ſhould not be ſeparated from their | 
wives; though thoſe who were not married when they entered | 
into the miniſtry, ſhould: not be allowed to marry afterwards e. 
But Dupin ſays, this ſtory of Paphnutins | is of doubtful authority, 
And ſo indeed it muſt be, or how could Ambroſe in his Epiſtle to . 
Vercellius, quote this Canon of the Nicene Council againſt the mar- 
riage of Prieſts: if there were no ſuch Canon?---Befides this, the 
Nicene Canons forbid the Tranſſation of Biſhops, . Prieſts, &c. ; 
ann order thoſe who have been tranſlated to return back to their 


——_ 


Aantine, B. iii. ch. 14.—Dupin, Vol. I. p. 318. Note l. © Niceph. lib. viii. cap. 19. 
4 Hierom. Queſ. 117. Vet. & Nov. Teſt, —See Sandii Hiſt, keel. lid, ii. * 1 ins 318. 


Mecepb. lib. vi. C. N REP © Niceph. ville 20. * 
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firſt Church. They forbid: Kneeling at Prayers on: Sunday and on 
the day of Pentecoſt; and order the Rebaptiſing of Heretics; all 
which things are contrary to the Faith and Practice of tlie Church. 
of England; of whoſe Orthodoxy this Council is a Teſt. 
What a ſad effect this Humour of Creed-making immediately 
had upon the Church; and what confuſion and ee it intro- 
duced; we find by the words Of Hilary, _ 
« Since the Nicene Council we do notliing but write (ORR 4 
& and while we quarrel about words, while we raiſe queſtions about. 
% Novelties, while we fight about ambiguities, and about Au- 
« thors, and ſtrive about parties; while there is difficulty in Con- 
« ſent, and while we anathematiſe one another, ſcarce any one is 
« Chriſt's. What a change there was in the laſt year's Creed!: 
„ the 1ſt decrees, that Homooufios ſhould not be mentioned; the: 
c next decrees and publiſhes it; the Third does by Indulgence ex- 
* cuſe the word Uſa, as uſed before by the Fathers uncompounded: 
« the fourth does not excuſe, but condemn it; it is come at 
length to that. paſs; that nothing [profeſſed] among us or thoſe 
« before us, remains-ſacredi or invielable. We decree annual and 
monthly Creeds concerning God: we repent of our decrees: we! 
«: defend thoſe: that repent of them: we anathematiſe thoſe that 
«. e defended: we defend other men's opinions in our own, or: 
« condemn our own in thoſe of other men; and, while we bite: 
«< one another, we are eonſumed one: of another. And how-na+» 
rurally and unavoidably muſt all this follow; from: leaving; the: 
Seripture; and key, to the "Traditions. and Commandments and 
Dectrines of Men! 
The Second Generel Councit: was th at of Cinflaritinopte; Fheodo- 
_ ffus being Emperor ; this was held in 381, 382, 383, and is ealled 
a General Council; though there was but one Weſtern Biſhop: 
preſent at it, It confirmed the Decrees of Nice. Its Canons are 
reckoned by Caranza to be only Seven, by Langus Nine, all which 

except the firſt are rejected by the Roman Church; and: the four 
laſt of the Seven do not appear in-the Code of Bien - Baro- 


f Dupin ſays, The Canons were not tet for a Jong time by the Biſhops of the 

_ Weſt: Not only St. Leo rejects them in bis 53d Epiſt. which is now: the goth, but Gelaſias in his 
Epiſtle to. Dardanus, and St. Gregory in his 25th Epiſt. of the 6th Book. It is not eaſy to ſa 

how mam Canons, there were in the three Councils of Canflantinople, which we now ſpeak — 6 
or in which of the three they were made, or whether all in the ſame, Dupin, Vol. I. p. 346. 


6 u 
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uus ſays, the zth Canon was not reteived by the Church of Rome; 
and he ſuſpects it to be forged z. Be/larmine ſays, it was not con- 
fented . to by the Pope, and therefore void; ſo ſay Pigbius and 
Coriolanus u, agreable to an eccleſiaſtical Canon made before the 
year 340, according to Nicephorks, that the Churches ought not to 
decide any thing in their Synods without the opinion of the Biſhop 
of Rome *; and Fulius Biſhop: of Rome, in his Epiſtle to the An- 
tiochians, obſerves the ſame; : and that all ſuch deciſions are there- 
fore: null k. 

For information what kind of. Biſhops they were, who com- 
poſed this Council, take the following account from Gregory Na- 
' $/anzen; who complanes to Procapius, that He had never ſeen a 
good end to any Council ; nor any that did not rather add to the 

ils, than reform them: and a Man, lays he, that will judge of 


them there, will ſooner contract diſhoneſty himſelf; than repreſs 


the diſhoneſty of others 1: upon which account he reſolved never 
to meet them. The Courtiers, he ſays, whether they were true 
to the Emperor, he knows not; but fer the moſt part perfidious 
to God- - and the Biſhops raging like furious horſes in battle, and 
like madmen caſting duſt into the air; and under their ſeveral 
banners fulfilling their own contentions, and becoming the deter- 


miners of wicked ambition and magnificence; and unrighteous 


and abſurd judges in matters =, &c. The like he has in his Poem 
de ſua Vita; bt d wooedge: ", &c. and more to the ſame purpoſe i in 
his laſt Oration de Ep iſcopis, Vol. II. and in his 59th Epiſtle. to So- 
hronius *. 
f There are two Copies of che Council of Epbeſus, which i is the 
3d General Council; held in the year 434. The firſt Copy ob- 
ſerves eight, the ſecond thirteen Canons. Biſhop Prideaus, ſays, 
they were carped at by Theodoret ; but freed from objections by Cyrile, 
who preſided at that Council. But Dr. James remarks, that 
though all the Editions of the Councils bear the name of Cyril, as 
preſiding at this Council as Pope Celeftirie's deputy; yet-it-is againſt 
the Authority of Dionpſius Exiguus, and the Greek MSS. He 


£ Baron. ad ann. 387, ® Fenkins, p. 12. 1 Nicep. lib. ix. c. 5. k Rid. c. x. 
1 Ad Proc P:: 813. 528. 22 32. b bid. p. 24. o Baxter's Church Hiſt. 
This is the ſame Cyril, os called the VI irgin Mary the Mother of God; and the Comple- 
2 or Supplement of the holy Trinity. See Herbe! ot's Bib, Orient. p. 584. col. 2. and 
J. p. 28. | 
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mentions other forgeries 1 in this Council ; and has diſcarded all its 

Canons. And it 1s at leſt 750 years and upwards, as Dailli * 
ſerves, that Anaſtatius Bibliothecarius, the Pope's Libraryckeeper, 
teſtified ; that theſe Canons were not any where to be found in the 
moſt ancient Latin Copies; withall accuſing the Greeks of having 
forged them a. And Gregory the Great witnefleth, that the Church 
of Rome did not receive the Canons of this Council ; nor thoſe of 
the 22d Council of Conſtantinople. 

It may be worth while to conſider briefly i in this place . the 
chief Subjects were, upon which the four- firſt general Councils 
were ſo much concerned; and upon which they made no ſcruple to 
anathematiſe and perſecute all that differed from them. 

The grand Error, from whence ſo many different Hereſies bas | 
they are called) aroſe, was the doctriue of the Conſubſtantiality ;; 
which was decreed at Nice, and confirm'd at the Council of Cats 
frantinople. And the Councils of Epheſus and Chalcedon were tho- 
roughly employed in accounting for the | Conſequences of this 
doctrine (viz. the Sufferings of an impaſſible Being) and con- 
denuning the different methods as Hereſies and mufenne by 
which many wiſe and pious men endeavour'd to explane it. 

After the Council of Nice, the Church in general e that 
Chriſt conſiſted of a human Soul, and of the Logos, which Logos 
they ſuppoſed to be impaſſible; and that theſe two were ſomehow 
united: by which means they argued, that the Sufferings of the 
Soul might be called the-Sufferings of the Lagos but how it gone 
really be ſo, was what they differed about. * 

Cyril argued, as I obſerved in the 2d Chapter; that, a Soul 
and body belonged to the Logos: and therefore the Sufferings of theſe, 
was the Suffering of the Lagos; and this is reckoned orthodox. 
EFEutyches and Dioſcourus did not ſee how this could properly be 
the Suffering of the Logos; (though they allowed it to be the Suf- 

ferings of what was joined to the Logos: and therefore they in- 
vented a notion, that the fleſh or human nature was changed in an un- 
changeable manner * into the Divinity*; and by this the two Natures 
were united (viz, the divine and human) into one. And the con- 
demning this as Hereſy and the depoſing theſe two Biſhops as Heretics 
was the prone Buſineſs of the 4th general Council of Chalcedon. 


* 


q Fenlins 8 Examination of the Authority of Councils. Gee popiſh Tracts, Ne 207 in Pect's 

_ Colle&ion.—Dau!ls Eng. 47, 48. * Brent”s Father Paul's Council of Trent, p. 320. This ſeems 
to be the opiaion of NMicepb. lib, xiii. c. 34. s Niceph. p. 876. * Prateolus, 145. 177. 0 
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On the other hand Ne eftorius ere, that the Union was made by 
God's dwelling in Man as in a Temple“; and that he was united to 
the human Nature, not in Sübſtance; but in Habit and Affection, as. 
a Friend to a F riend „ And he believed, the two natures divine and 
human by this union became one; and ſo the Logos ſuffered, when 
the human Nature ſuffered. But this again was à damnable Hereſy, 
and anathematiſed 7, For the Orthodox did not allow to ſay, they 
became one nature; but only they became one Perſon. And this 
was the grand poiot. to be ſettled at the zd general Council, that of 
Epheſus ; to which Cyril came, as we are told by Nicephorus, with 
a hoſtile mind again Neftorius*, Hoftili enim” jamjudum erga Neſ- 
torium erat animo Cyrillus : And fo Neftorius was deprived and 
ruined —And thus all theſe different ſects, as they came into 
power, thought they had a right to deprive, baniſh, murder, and 
anathematiſe one another juſt as they Lier and the Vote of 2 
Council was a kind of Death-warrant. 
It may not be amiſs to take notice how this Council of Epheſus 
was begun and carried on. It began contrary to the remonſtrance 
of the Emperor's officer Candidianus; who ordered them to ſtay for 
the arrival of the oriental Biſhops, ſaying that it was the intention 
of the Emperor to make” it a general Council; and not a parti- 
cular ſeparate Aſſembly *. But as they would pay no regard 
to him, he made his Proteſt, and left the Council; and ſent an 
account to the Emperor, that things were carried-on with 
ſuch violence, that he had pronounced all to be null, and charged 
them to begin a new. To him ſucceded- Joannes Comes; who ſent 
the Emperor word, that all was in confuſion; and gave him an amaz. 
ing account of their ſtrange fiercetieſs ; 46d he was forced at laſt 
in order to prevent ſedition, to commit Ne eflorius and Cyril, the 
ringleaders, into cuſtody : and at the ſecond Council of Epbeſus, 
which is called a Council of Thieves b, held only fiſteen years 
after, the Acts of the former Council were read; and al were ex- 
communicated, who did not approve of them: And the Bithops of 
that Council (viz. the ſecond of Epheſus) declared afterwards at 
the Council of Chalcedon, that they acted againſt their wills; being 
under Fear: Condemnation and Baniſhment being threatned ; 
and Soldiers there with Club and Swords. The Biſhop of Epbeſus 
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bimſelf declared, that Elpidius and Eulogius and many Soldier 
khreatned him; and be gat anf ſuffered to go out, ill he Bad Nibribed, 
And Flevianus, who offered his appeal, was fo beaten aiid, abuſed, 
- that he died of his hurt b. Thus we fee how this third general 
Council made its way. This is the ſame Council in which Ne/o- 
rius was condemned for declaring the Virgin Mary to be the mo- 
ther of 'Chriſt, aud not the mother f Gad: and Toth 7, I cannot 
term him God; who was two or three months. old e. Aud accord- 
ingly, this Council, was anathematiſed by all the Neforians, who 
make the chief part of the eaſtern Churches inhabiting Babylon, 
Aria, Meſopotamia, Parthia, Media, 8c. 8 ng north to 
Catoja, and ſouth to India. — This is the ſame Council, which de- 
creed Anathema to all thoſe who voted any addition to the Con- 
fNantinopolitan Creed, which declared that the holy Gholt proceded 
from the Father; and there ended. However, the Church of 
England has not only received the addition which was afterwards 
made; that he proceded alſo from the Son: but continues the ſame 
Council to be one of the Teſts. of Hereſy, which forbids hat, or any 
The Actions or Seſſions of the fourth; General Council of Chalce- 
don in the year 465, according to Caranza, are ſixteen; to which 
are added twenty- nine Canons. We planely ſee by the Emperor 
Leo's circular letter given us by Euagrius; that he did not know 
what to think of this Council himſelf: and Amphilochius Biſhop of 
Side, declared againſt it“. The Romans do by no means allow of 
its Cauons; becauſe they were ratified by the Greeks, after the 
departure of the Ambaſſadors of Leo: neither will they bear with 
the twenty-eight, becauſe. it concerns equality of Privileges. This 
Council was carried on with ſuch. violence ©, and was ſo often re- 
ceiv'd and rejected; as planely proves its preſent Orthodoxy to de- 
pend merely upon the chance of the Die. It was this Council that 
firſt offered to the Biſhop of Rome the title of. Univerſal Biſhop : as 
we are informed in a letter from Pope Gregory the firſt to the Em- 
peror Mauritius. And the chief doctrine in it was, . anathema to 
| Neforius ; and to him who ſays not that Mary was the mother of God. 
Upon which account it is rejected, together with the Council of 
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Epheſus, by all the Neforians : and ſo it was by Pope Leo; who in 
his 53d Epiſtle to Anatolius, and his g4th to Novatran, and his 53d - 
ro Pulcheria, accufes it of Ambition and i derate Temevity : 
And therefore ho fit affembly for the habitation of the holy 
Ghoſt f. Gelaßus and Bellanmine declare its decrees to be partly 
defenſible; and partly not. And St. Gregory aſtepts, that the Con- 
fantinopolitans have corrupted this Council; and ſuſpects the ſame 
concerning the Council of Epheſus.—. And though: this Council 
4 of Chalcedon hath, em pg fatto, and by voluntary conſent of 
« after-ages, obtained great reputation; yet they who lived imme. 
« iately after it; who obſerved all the Arcumſtancos of the thing; 
& and the 4 22 of the Perſons, and the uncertainty of the 7rutb 
&« of its decrees, by reaſon of the ineoncludingneſs of the Arguments 
1 brought to atteſt it; were of another mind“ | 

1 ſhall enter into a ſhort account- of theſe. diſputes; and in my 
way fhall take notice, how the preſent: Teſt of Hereſy in theſe 
Kingdoms firſt aroſèe; which joins: the F irſt four iQonedal-Councils | 
with the four Evangeliſts. 

After the Council of Chalcedon, two Ladies of the higheſt _— 
and quality in the Roman Empire were of different opinions about 
its orthodoxy. Endocia, the widow! of the late Emperor Theodps. 
ur, oppoſed it; and Paleberiu, the ſiſter of 'Theodoftus,. and! wife 
of Marcian, favoured it. At length the Empreſs procured: the 
Converſion of her ſiſter- in- law; and all went on in favour of the 
Council, during the reigus of Martian and Lea. But when Bu- 
Hſcur uforped' the'Empire frem Zen, aud publiſhed: circular letters 

againſt the Council s, requiring” the! Biſhops- to renounce it; three 
Patriarchs, and 500 Biſhops ſubſenibed to his renund ation: and 
the Biſhops: of ' Afa' convened at Epheſus, preſontedi ia; Supplication 
to Bafilicus ; declaring, „ that they — their hands to it with 
“ all 7 and alacrity; and begginig him to publiſh nothing con- 
«- trary tb thoſe divine Circular Letters; knowing for certain, ſay 
« they, that the whole world will he overtarnediagain, and: the mii- 
«- cHiefs done by the Synod of Cbhalccabnwilbbe found ſmialband! tris 
40 vial, Which yet have een ern bert murders, and: Wee 
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« juſtly and illegatly- poured forth- the blood .of te Ortho. 
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But Acacius Biſhop of Conflantinple ineited che Monks and popu- 
lace of Conftantinople againſt Baſiliſcus, as a Heretic ; upon which 
being affighted he changed his opinion, and commanded the 
Council to be receiv'd: and with this command the Biſhops of 
Afia immediately complied, and ſent a penitentiary Letter to Aca- 
cius; wherein they declared, „ that they had ſubſcribed to the cir- 
*, cular letters of Bafi/; ifcus by . force and conſtraint, not voluntarily ; 3 
e and they ſwore to it; and that they had not believed nor did 
believe otherwiſe than agreable to the Council of Chalcedon i;“ 
and ſo the Council of Chalcedon became orthodox once more. But 
upon the reſtoration of Zeno the diſpute began again; and there 
were great diſturbances at Alexandria and in other places about it; 
and many diſputes were held before Zeno, but nothing was brought 
to effect, becauſe Zeno himſelf did not wholly aſſent to the Coun- 
cil. The Biſhops of Alexandria and Antioch. curſed the Council; 
and the Biſhops of Rome and Conſtantinople curſed them for ſo do- 
ing k. And Timothy Biſhop of Conſtantinople firſt curſed thoſe who 
= wid not receive the Council; but being rebuked by the Emperor, 
aand his Archdeacon, he curſed every one that did receive it!. 
Upon the death of Zeno, Angſtaſius became Emperor; who left 
all parties to think of the Council as they pleaſed: upon which 
they divided into three parties; ſome were for every word of the 
Council, and ſome for Curſing it, and ſome for Peace, and Li- 
Berty of Conſcience. The eaſt one way, the we? another, and Libya 
another. Such great Confuſion and Blindneſs, as een, ob- 
ferves, befell the whole worlds. 5 
About this time Xenazas, Biſhop of Hierapolis, brought a troop 
of monks from Cynegica to Antioch, to oblige Flavianus the Biſhop 
of Antioch, to curſe the Council, and the Epiſtle of Leo. Fla- 
vianus refuſed.z and the people defended him, and ſuch a number 
of monks were ſlain; that they threw the dead bodies into. the 
river, to ſave the trouble of burial». And another / troop of 
monks from Cæloſyria hearing of the Biſhop s danger, flocked to 
4 Antioch ; . and made another ſlaughter, as great as the former. How- 
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ever, Xenaias at laſt prevailed ; and obliged the; Biſhop to curſe the 


Council a. Upon theſe diſorders Flavianus was ejected, and Severus. 
was choſen Biſhop of Antioch; and the firſt day he got-in, he curſed 
the Council; though it is faid he had promiſed the Emperor not to 
And now comes-in the Teſt of Hereſy, which the Church ot 
England till enjoys. The monks of Feruſalem were engaged for 
the Council in the following manner: one Theodgſius, a monk or 
abbot, cried out in the Pulpit, before a great aſſembly;; If any 
„ man equal not the four Councils with the four Evangeliſts, let 


« him be anathema,” This voice reſolved the monks for the 


Council; and they took it as a law, that the four Councils ſhould 
be joined with the Sacred Book. 
The Emperor, hearing that they went about the Cities to engage 
them on their fide; wrote to their, Biſhop Helias to prevent it: who 
rejected the Emperor's letter, and refuſed. The Emperor then ſent 
ſoldiers; and the orthodox Monks, gathered by the orthodox 
Biſhops, expelled them the Church. The Emperor then expelled 
the Biſhop - Helias, and put in John; but the Monks gained over 
John to their Party; and the Biſhops wrote to the Emperor, that 


* 


they would defend the traditions even to Blood. 
In the reign of Fu/tin, things took another turn a 
favour of the Council. A Synod at Feruſalem cried up the Coun- 
eil and cried down. Severus—another at Tyre did the ſame; and 


another at Rome decreed the damnation of the three dead Biſhops, 


Acacius, Eupbemius, and Macedonius. Severus was ſeized and de- 


poſed; and it is ſaid, he had his tongue plucked out; who had daily 
curſed the Council, eſpecially in the inſtalling letters, which he 
ſent to the Patriarchs in all places. And Paulus was made. 
Biſhop, with orders to commend the Council; and the Council. 
was cried- up among the moſt holy Churches. 
Aſter Fuſtin, his Succeſſor Tuftinian reſolved alſo to ſet-up the, 
Council of Chalcedon. He curſed Severus ; and depoſed the two Pa- 
triarchs, Anthemius of Conſtantinople and Theodofius of Alexandria, 
for not ſubſcribing to the Council, but aſſerting one Nature in 

" Euagr. B. III. c. 32. »Euagr. IV. c. 9, 10. [See Blackflone's Comment. Vol. IV. 
49, 50. Stat 9, 10. of William III. c. 33.] , Nicep. XVI. 334. 4 Ibid, * Buag, 
lid. IV. c. 4. * Niceph, XVI. 9.— For the Hiſtory in theſe pages, ſee Baxter's Ch. Hitt, | 
109. 112. 114 125. 128. 8 | 5 _—_ 
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met together, that their determinations ſhould be written in a 
« Jibell; and the decifion ſhould be committed to the famous Martyr 


«- 


8 Anceſtors. Under the in, pious Droclefian, when ſhe ſtood before 
« the Tribunal of fome wicked Goyerner, ſhe declared; that Chrift 
was God, and the Son of God; upon which account being ex- 
* cruciated with dreadful torments, ſhe was at laſt caſt to the 
i Beaſts; and killed by the bite of a Bear: and obteined the 
Crown of her. Sufferings for Cbriſt; and her divine body was 
% preſerved whole and incorrupt in a marble tomb put up in the 
« Church at Chalcedon, where it performed the Prodigies I have 
„mentioned. Whereupon the Orthodox, as well as their Oppo- 
i nents, committing the determination to her immaeulate and ſacred 
„% Body, as to a ſincere judge; each of them ſeparately laid the 
form of. their Faith in a libell at her feet, ſafely folded and 
« ſealed: and after the night ſpent in prayer, the next day they 
opened the Tomb; and beheld a new fight, worthy of a right 


* Blackflone's Comm. Vol. ry p. 48, 49. | 
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« held faſt in the hands of the conqueti 

« as a thing of no value, thrown care 
ce when Impudence contended a 
ci celeſtial Determination; their Condemnation'was more fully con: 
c firm:d as moſt juſt : and they, who would hot conſemt to the des 


fly at her feet. And 


« crees of the Synod, gained Ignominy and Difgrace from Gud 


% and Men: And the chief of of the lereties Were baniſhed ta 
46 Gangra. © big „ tat 
Upon the whole, whädevet looks into- che Hiſtory: of the fout 

| firſt General Councils, will find; that they were carried- on by vids 

lence and riot at the time; and by Knavety afterwards, Thie 
former of theſe aſſertions [truſt muſt appear true, from what has been 


already ſaid: and the latter, from the accuſations; which are 


by the Greek and Latin Churches againſt each ether, for corrupt». 


ing and altering-the Canons, and impofing the decrees of one en 
for thoſe of another of more authority. 

The Editor of the General Councils at Rome forms us, ide 
Preface to the firſt Volume; that Time and the Fraud of Heretivs, 


have been the cauſe, that the Aces of. the fald Councils have not 


come to our hands ſafe; nor what remains of them pure and en- 
tire. Aud this teftimony of theirs, ſays Mr. Dailk, is to Me worth 
a thouſand others; 110 it comes from ſuch, who, in my opinion, 
are evidently intereſted to 

4 conſider, ſays he, . the legates of Pope Zeo would have im- 
« poſed upon the Council of CHalcedon theſe words, that the Church 
« of Rome hath river of had the Primacy, as a Canort of the Council 
% of Nice; lam almoſt ready to think, that we have fearee anything 
4 of Antiquity left us; that is entire and! uneorrupt: except it be in 
« matters of Indifferency, or what could not be corrupted without 
40 much noiſe; and to take this proceding of theirs; which is come 


N 


> 


„to our knowledge; as an advertiſement,” purpoſely given us by 


% divine Providence; to let us ſee, with how much conſideration arid 


T Aaminople, that which goes at this day for ſuch: „ 


A e Babe dee pa, aber the has very Merpty wpseved the 


* of the Greeks; and accufed the Canons, winch they” Pro- 
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adviſedneſs, we ought to receive for the Council of Nice and Con- 
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duce of tlie third General Council, as forged and nn ; 
to make ſhort work with them, ſays in plane terms; that the 
| Greeks have corrupted all the Councils, except the firſt «, What 
then have we now left to build upon, ſays Mr. Dailli; ſeeing this 
Corruption hath prevailed ſo far as the Councils, which are the 
very heart of the ancient monuments of the Church? And the un- 
fortunate Ricberius, upon occaſion of the Forgery of an Epiſtle from 
the Council of Nice to Pope Sylveſter to defire his confirmation, ob- 
ſerves; Equidem cum maximo dolore animi, &c. 1 am obliged to fay, 


«4 with. exceding great grief of mind ; that there are no books, in 
40 which there are ſo many and ſo egregioully counterfeit and ſpu- 
« rious writings; as may be read in the -tomes of the Councils =, 

And accordingly. Beza, ſpeaking of them in tlie dedication of his 


Epitole, 
fp ira Decreta, ementili Canones inſiniti irrepſerunt. | 


Now if neither the Decrees of the Councils have authority ; 


: nor the preſent Copies of what are conſidered as ſuch are authentic; 
What a rotten foundation does the homoouſian Doctrine reſt on and 
whatever elſe is built upon them. 


This ſhort account of the ancient Councils x may gie us ſome 
notion, what uncertainty there is of meeting with any thing | 
more than mere nominal and temporary Orthodoxy i in their decrees; 


concerning which we may venture to ſay, 1 in the words of Rab- 
helab: « Now behold, thou truſteſt 'to this ſtaff of a broken 
ty reed; on which if a man lean, it will go into his hand and 
4 pierce it: So is the Authority of theſe General Councils to thoſe 


« who truſt to it.“ And the: more modern Councils are to the 
full as bad as the ancient ones: For men of all ages are much 
alike; and make uſe of all advantage, whether right or wrong, to 


deceive or impoſe upon mankind, and promote their ſeveral parties 
and intereſts.— And therefore thoſe, whocall themſelves Proteſtants, 
4 inſiſt upon a national Council; being perſuaded, that what is called 


« a general Council is only a vain phantom, which the Popes make 
et ule of to deceive the world; a machine. which their Legats move 
« as their pleaſe?,” But that my Readers may be more fully con- 
vinced of this, and of the miſchief that ariſes to the Church from ſuch 
General Councils ; I beg leave to direct them to the hiſtory of the 


Tom. Con, 
Lett. de Vargas, 5.5. J 
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Council of Trent, written by Father Paul; whoſe chief deſign is, 
to ſhew; that the Pope's Legates left the Council no kind of Li- 
berty: that the Biſhops, who compoſed it, decided upon matters 
which they did not underſtand; [juſt as Sabings complain'd they 
did at Nice] and inſtead of reforming their abuſes, the Council hath 
1o; far confirmed them; that there is no longer any means to remedy 
them. Let the Reader to the ſame purpoſe conſult the Letters and 


Memoirs of Varga. ſome particulars of which he Daſh find in 


Biſhop Burnet 8 Hiſtory of the Reformation a, 


— 


; This Spaniſh Lawyer, Le Vaſſor tells us, was a great Ebony & to 
« 1 Proteſtants; but had Light and Equity enough, to make him 
4 deplore the Slavery of the Council; to diſcover the Irregularities 


« and Artifices in the Conduct of the Popes aud their Legats; to 


% condemn highly the abuſes and nullity of their Procedings; and 
4 foretell, that, far from curing the Evils of the Church, ſuch a 
« Synod would render them incurable! and both theſe Writers [F a- 


« ther Paul and Vargas] give. us a more clear and preciſe Idea of 


4 the manner in which the affairs of the Council were managed, 


and of the Ignorance of the greateſt | part of the god Farne 
« that were preſent at it.” 


In ſhort, the depending. upon 3 Authority of theſd. Coal, 


and putting human Placits upon a level with the Scripture as 
the Teſt of Orthodoxy, is not only the fundamental principle of 
the grand Apoſtaſy ; but will infallibly lead back the Proteſtants, 
if they follow it, into all the Depths of Popery, Ignorance, and 
Superſtition. It 1s certain, beyond all doubt, that the more theſe 
human deciſions have prevailed in the Church, the more the Scrip- 
tures have been neglected. And thus the grand Apoſtaſy from the 
Word of God to the Commandments of Men, prevailed more and 


more over the Goſpel, with little reſiſtence for many ages, till the 


time of Luther ; when the BIBLE began to be confidered by 
Proteſtants as the only Rule of Faith: (for they could not defend 
themſelves upon any other Principle, than that of the Scripture or 


Chriſtian Verity, againſt the human decrees, which conſtituted 


what the Papiſts called the Catholic Religion). But no ſooner were 
their learned Divines thoroughly ſatisfied; that the Scripture was 
the only Rule of Faith, that could be depended upon with ſafety ; 


Vol. III. p. 177. Le Vaſſers Pref. to Yargas's Letters. 


than 
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than they all, in their ſeveral Churches, as if by a general infatua- 
tion, reſolved to ſubſtitute ſome human Compoſition, either in its 

ſtead; or in partnerſhip with it. Thus they deſerted the funda- 

mental Articles of the Reformation, which held them together 
in one body; and by admitting human Teſts of Hereſy, compoſed 
by men of very different fentiments, have divided and ſubdivided 
into mere ſes and parties, rather than Churches; weakened 
themſelves, as Proteſtants, againſt the common Adverſary ; and en- 
couraged a continual hatred and animoſity againft one another. 
For it is but too true; that, whenever the decrees of Councils, or even 
of particular Churches, have come into competition with the Scrip. 
ture; they have generally overborne it; and the Churches have 
been more determined in defenſe of their peculiarities, than to ſe- 
cure the general Doctrines of Chriſtianity; and the common eople 
more furious againſt one another upon ſuch differences; than if 
they had broken all the Commandments.— And theſe human Com- 
poſitions have been defended of late, by the modern Fheodofii, in 
ſuch an extraordinary manner; eſpecially in degrading the uſe of 
Scripture, and its fufficiency as a Rule of Faith; that if we were 
to judge of the preſent State of Proteſtantiſm by the Arguments 
lately ufed by theſe writers; we ſhould be tempted to obferve, 
that the Toe of the Proteſtant comes fo near the Heel of the Pa- 
piſt, that it galls! his a 
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That the homSoufian dofirine, as. explaned and maintein d by he 
learned among the Ancients and Moderns, is a heap of Confuſion and 
% _ OE er ecard apt aha 


IIAVIN G examined into the Authority by which the homoouſtan 
11 doctrine is eſtabliſhed, and ſfiewn it to be by no means ſatis- 
factory; much leſs ſo certain, as to be made an argument againſt 
the actual deſcent of Chriſt from Heaven and his Suffering for 
mankind; I ſhall now conſider, what the Chriſtian Divines have 
advanced, to explane and eſtabliſh it upon the foot of Reaſon and 
Fo %%% Tr K 077 of ugly pied 
It is a ſtrange thing to think; that the Chriſtians will not be 
content with the account given. them by-the Exangeliſts, concern- 
ing the miraculous Generation of Trhur Gr, by, the Holy 
Ghoſt, of the Virgin Mary; in which all ans a! 


— 
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| 4 II Chriſttans and even Ma- 
hometans are agreed; upon account of which the Evangeliſt 
tells us, that he was called the Son of God“; and by the belief of 
which, they are ſatisfied of his divine miſſion: but they will pre- 


. 


ſumptuouſly take upon them to eſtabliſh, under pain of damnation, 


a particular explanation of his antemundane and eternal Genera- 
tion: though all the Fathers from Ireneus freely acknowledge it to 
be inſcrutable; and what the Scripture has no where reveled. 
That Jeſus Chri/t-1s the Son of God, and that he is & Std and 4 
rade, of God and of the Father; is allowed by all“: nor will 
any one of the different ſeas ſcruple to affert it, according to the 
definition of Tertullian; that every Origin is a Parent, and every thing 
that ariſes from an Origin is an Offspring®: nor even, according to 
the words of Athanafius; that whatever is of or from any one, is the 
Son of him from whom he is: and whatever is of or from the Fa- 
her, is his Son ?. For all this, in a figurative Senſe, may be ad- 


Lule i. 35. Þ This ſame expreſſion, i cs, is uſed with relation to men; as in 1 Fo; 
iii. 9. v. 1. 4. And fo the Spirit of Life is ix O. Rewv.xi.11, © Omnis origo eſt 
parens; omne quod ab origine profeQum Progeniee. Tertul. adv. Prax. c. 8. 1 

s Quicquid ab aliquo eſt, ejus Filium eſſe unde eſt, Athan. op. tom. I. p. 530. and 539. 


mittcd ; 


Letter of Arius to Biſhop Alexander, in the Append, Ns I. 
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which prove it to be ug Hretenſe: . Origen, as well as Arius and Eu- 


to be produced or born: leaſt the Father 
Parts .“ And Arius objects to the word 


4 — 


mu able 2. ut it is very remar 


But to procede. When the Emperor Conſtantine found it im- 
practicable to ſilence the diſpute upon this ſubject, he endeavoured, 
as well as he could, to explane and ſoften the Terms that were made 
uſe of in it. And Euſebius ſays ; He ſatisfied the Biſhops, that the 
word homooufios was not to be underſtood according to the affeaion 


of Bodies : for he argued, that as the divine Subſtance is incapable 
of diviſion or ſection; the Generation from the divine Subſtance 


© To yay tn 28 To'lgos vlg ig.. Th 0s ig ix TS moilpes ; 2 n 6 Alo 6 bu rap long po xl in Y- 


rpòg ye. Athan. op. tom. I. p. 5 39. f Hieron, Apol. 2. in Ruff. p. 135. s See the 
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muſt conſequently be effected without any diviſion or ſection: 
droins arcaniſque ratiombus ; in a divine and unknown manner b. 
To which it was anſwered, not only by the Arians, byt by all the 
bombonufians, who differed from the Athanafians ; that ſuch. a Gene» 
ration from the divine Subſtancezwever was, nor ever could be, 
effected at all. That as the divine Subſtance is incapable of divi - 
fion or ſection; and there can be no Generation of a Toy without 
diviſion or ſe&ion ; the Generation from the divine Subſtance, 
was a thing impoſſible: and it was premature: to.explane how or in 

_ What manner the generation was effected ; before it was proved 
that there was any ſuch thing. That a Son included a diviſion 
from the Subſtance, from which it was generated, in the very 

idea of it; and conſequently it was inconſiſtent with the divine ſu- 

_ corruptibility, or zpfzpria, to ſuppoſe it. And this was the argu- 
ment uſed by the Sabelhians, whe were homooufians in the ſtticteſt 
ſenſe; that if the Son was ſo begotten of the Father's Sub- 
ſtance, as to be a diſtinct Subſtance;- there mult be neceflarily a diyi- 

ſion of the paternal Eſſence i. And Oxigen, who was neither Sg» -· 

Bellian nor Arian, argues in the ſame manner, againſt Septimius; 

Some, ſays he, explane I cums ont from God; to ſiguiſy I wa 
& begotten by God. But this ſenſe of the words will require ys 
« to ſay, that the Son was begotten of the Father's Subſtance, 
ba Fbick vas thereby diminifhed; and, after the Generation of the 
% Son, was without the Subſtance of the Son, which it had be- 
« fore: and he aſſerts, two pages farther on, that the Generation 

of the Son can not be out-of the Father's Subſtance, without a 
diminution of the paternal Effence*, And all the. 4Antihomany/ians 
argued in the ſame manner. And it was/to-avoid being charged 


* 


divided; (which the Arians charged upon the Athanafians, as the 

confequence of their Doctrines;) that the Council of Nice anathe- 
matiſed thoſe who held it: And Athanaſius calls the argument a 
Sophiſm; and endeavours artfully to ſhift-off the charge upon the 
Afrians, as if they held it themſelves; becauſe they had objected | 


b Niceph. lib. viii. c. 22. 1 Bulli op- p. 33. Hoc autem oer * 
genitum fuiſſe ex Subſtantia Patris velut minorati, pewuivs, & carentis Subſtantia filii 


quam genxiſſet, quam prius habuit. Com. in Job, p. 206. 308. 
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1 as: the 4 conſequen ce of the homooufian Doctrine. : 11 Some, Aays: x 
<4. he, deny the Coofubſtantiality.; -ard.,underſtand. the word 
«6. homooufios, corporaliter; as if God was material and diviſible, like 
% Body. - But however, it muſt be confefied;. that, the Athana- 
aus, notwithſtanding their Anathemas at the end of, the Nzcene - 
Cteed, have given their adverſaries ſome: handle, from their man- 
ner of expreſſing themſelves at other times; as, well as its being 
the unavoidable Confequerice; of: the Homooyſian.. Doctrine, ta. be- 
lieve they had ſome notion of Body in;the divine Eſſence; though 
they did-net allow of the Conſequences, Which we charged pon 


their prigciples/;-via;/ thats Communiggtian of Supſtance impliey | 


| Diviſion 05-Subſtance+; for-the divifiliyy.of, the. Dixive Subſtance | 
Was denied by alt parties However, | the, At angahans fometimes 


: | 4 1 * 


ſay, the generation ef the 80n was; as communication of, Süb- 


Ln 


" 
* 


ſtance, a derivatiou, a production; as a tree from. its root, the river 
rom tlie fountain, the ray from the ſun, or light from light“; all : 
which are. ſimilitudes taken from material objects, or body; and 
5 convey the Idea of Dixiſion“ oj 440791 5 97 971 
But the Athanafians were nat the firſt who ſpake in th manner. 
Origen ſays of Chriſt, that God has communicated his _magni- 
tude to him; that, as. heiis the image of the inviſible God, he may - 
preſerve the image of the Father in regard to magnitude; for he 
+ would not be a-proportionate and beautiful image; unleſs he exhi; 


bited the image of his magnitude v. Hs is leſs than the Father 


＋ 


+ ad... 5 i . „ ein 
. originally, ſays Biſhop Bull; but equal, in magnitude: and 


again; Tantus oft: filins, guantus gſt pater Deus v. And he. ſays of 


Irenæus; The holy man, as in a rapture, (nente ſubito quaſi. volatu 
in ſublime ewecta ſees God to be fo great a Loyer of Proportion; 
that he was not willing a meaſure of himſelf ſhould be wanting, 
- by. which his infinity aud immenſity, ſhould be as,zt were cireum- 
» ſcribed: which he confirms by this famous and notable' ſaying of 

a certain Catholic writer; The immenſe Father himſelf is mea- 

' . 4%. {ured in his Son; for the Son is the meaſure of the Father, be- 
4 cauſe he conteins him.” And Gregory Thaumat. tells us, in the 


S ſame unintelligible Style; that God the Father ſurrounds himſelf 


by his Son. The word is ExTpuercu + 


) Bulli op. p. 3. ids. Bid. 263. % p. 7 
| Now 
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Now all theſe, expreſſions have an, immediate relation to bodil: 


naſian principles; as they did Ruffinus. and others, with regard to 


N 


by all parties to be indiviſble and immaterial; And thie queſtion 


the divine Subſtance generates; or whether Generation of Sub. 


ments drawn from Philoſophy ; as Euſebius ſeems to allow, when 
ſpeaking of the word bomiouſies, as explaned by Confantine, he fays ; 
5. In, this manner our wiſe religious Prince e ſed upon 


aſks che following 
1 1. Where hath che 


4 
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he individual Eſſence of 


3. Where hath the Scripture ſaid, that three Perſons can exiſt in 


C 

e F was: So Id ad. 3 P 331 5 nn 7 

It is, certain, that none of theſe queſtions are determined in the 
be 


diſcuffed from Prineiples of 
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Scripture; and therefore can only 
In like manner the preſent . conſidering concerning 
the antemundane Generation of Jeſs Chr, is no where explaped 
in Scripture ;/ and yet the Chriſtians. have written a great deal 
about it; and accounted for it, upon different principles of Philo- 


? Dupin, x 35. : q Niceph, lib, VII. F Vhithy's Laſt Thoughts, p- a9. | 
K 2 „ 


* * 


which it is made or produced. So that, according to 
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fophy'; according to went berg fancies.” Sorhetimes we ate told 
that the eternal Generation of Chriſt means bis Cöexiſtenes with 
the Father from Eternity; ſometimes; that by which he was pros 
duced and received bis: Hence; {70 gba, upon the principle of 
 Athenggoras re by s yiviſei, G re pi ö.] ſometimes that by which 
he recerv'd. bis SubPance, as. the Lagos; or that by which he was 
begotten into a Sol, after his exiſtence as an Atttibute; ſometimes 


1 F 8 © 4 hy * * ' i -Z # ** bo : 
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bis Manifeſtation to create;\ and ſometimes it is fad to mean, that 


he is always generating and generated; like Light from the gun, 
And as the Chriſtians argue ſometimes from one of theſe notions, 
and ſometimes. from another; they have made the whole ſyſtem 
taken together to be a heap of Inconfiſtency and Contradiction. 
Biſhop Bull, ſpeaking of the Generation of Chtiſt, defines it to be 


* 


that, by which, 45 the Word of God, he was born of the Mind of 
the Father from Eternity *: ar, as he fays in another place from 
Athanafius, his firſt nativity or Generation was hat, by which 4 
the Mord he ed from Eternity of the Father, and with'the Fas 
ther; as being the coeterhal offspring of the eternal mind of the 


Father. This, he fays, is thevaly proper Nativity of the Son ; by 


which he is the Herd of God, and God. And on account ofthis Na- 
tivity, Athanaſius ſuppoſes, as we are told by Biſhop Bull, that the 
Son is called in Scripture the only begotten; and that the Son is of the 
Father only becauſe he receives from the Father the beginning and 
original of his Subtance®: and in another place he fays ; that 
the true and proper Generation. of any.perſon or thing is that by 

ced*." So that, heſe defini- 
tions, 1. Chriſt as the Word of God was cöeternal with the eternal 
Mind of which he was the offspring.—2. And be was called the 
only begotten, and the Son; becauſe he receiv'd from the Father 
was that, by which be was brought Into Being. —It will be no eaſy 


Qua, ut Logos, an mente Patris, ab aterno natus fuit. Balli op. p. b. 
Qua, ut Logos, ab terns em patre & apud Patrim exflitit ; utpote aternæ mentii paterne 


tiuitas. | | | bf ATTY T. 
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O5 banc Nativitatem thy — Seripturis dei ipſum cenſuit Athanaſius; gui ef eo folo n- 
mine. exiflimavit Flium oft: is reed: hoc oft; ex Patre initium & originem ſubflantie ſux traxilſſ. 
p; 232. 3 HS * f bat 

* Vera & propria Rei wel Perſenæ cujuspiam goneratio ea ſola eft-diconda, qua illa yirilui, five 
Producitur. p. 107. 3 | . e | 


matter 
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atter · to reconcile theſe three accounts; eſpecially, if it be con- 


opinion of - Athanafins ; that Chriſt exiſted, before he was begotten 
WELLER en, oor 8 
. Dr. Waterlang does not ſeem to agree with Biſhop Bull, though + 
equally Orthodox; for whereas the Biſhop tells us, the firſt Gene- 
ration of the Son was that by which he was: born, was the offsprinrs . 
was produced, had the beginning and origin of his Subſtance, "as aw 
eternal offspring, &c. Dr Waterland fays ; he was iu the Father, 
bghore he was generated ; and this was the moſt proper Filiation or 
Generation; and big he. ſuppoſes to have been a mere Coexifence, . 
and not any Derivation. But it is difficult to conceive, how his C 
exztenge with the, Father could be a Filiation; or how. he could be 
A Nun, fend be: was:begatten. mn. 


” 
7 


” 2a 
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nally with the Father; (1 ſuppoſe he means as the Attribute of 
Wiſdom) ſeems to agree with Dr. , Wazerlgnd's notion of a CG 
Hence: but this was never called a Generation, by any of the Fa- 
thers; and the Biſhop exprefles himſelf fully, againſt this opinion, 
by declaring with Albanaſius, that the firſt Generation was a Pro- 
Now. if Dr 5 Waterland s notion be true, that there was no Produc- 
tion or Derivation in the Generation of the Son, but merely a Ge 
Fe z the Fatber might as well be called the. Son, on account of 
his Coextttence- with the Logos; as the Logos, on account of his 
Coexiſtence with the Father: Indeed, we have no reaſon to ima- 
gine, that Dr. Vaterland would. be at all ſhocked at the conſe- 
guence ; becauſe he confeſſes, that he ſees no Impofſfibility why the 
Father might not be the Son; and the Son the Father 7: and ali 
thoſe Who inform us of a private Council of the Trinity before the 
world began, in which the Oeconomy of the three perſons was 
ſettled by n may think in the fame manner. But others, 
who conſider the nature of neceſſary and ꝝnoriginate exiſtence; and 
that the Father mutt be neceſſarily what he is, or not be at all; will 
ſee, that it may be concluded from ſuch premiſes; that it is only a 
chance, that chere happens to be either a Father or Son; and, as 


4 


| See Philaleth. Cantab. p. 46. and pt II. p.1 2. 1 9 uulane Del. p. 177. 
Leiter I. p. 79. | | | 


neither 
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neither of them could exiſt by chance, neither of them could exiff 
* 5 ory ©J * þ r ' 3s. fog als 7 4 0 er "IS 1 17 : n | 5 364 3 

It all; and there would be no neceſſarily exiſtent Being; nor aug 
; 2 23 F - 5 3 | =_ pol * e - > ©» +» aq. 8 x $ 7 7 > y 8 | 
But farther; If this Generation be only a Coex/fence, as Dr. Ma- 
2 „ 7 x 5 18 ER, A * r 8 7 - 
ierlaud ſuppoſes, . and not a_ Derivation or Production; then there 


muſt be two unoriginate, and conſequently two ſelf-exiſtert Beings: 
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- of two Gods....Far Athanaſius, truely | obſerves, 79 comTapyer &c. 
omne cbexiſteas non ſibi, ſed alteri cocxiſtit * : nothing can be bo- 
xxiſtent with. Itſelſ; but with another. And if this be the conſe- 
- quence of Dr. Waterland's opinion, it muſt be falſe; and it ſhould 
| ſeem that the Son of God muſt be, as Biſhop Bull aſſerts, a Pro- 
. Judtion; and then his firſt Generation will not be merely a Chexifence, 
as Dr. Waterland. ſuppoſes 3 but an Origination, by which he re- 
peiv'd his Exiſtence: rd did dat, as Damaſcen expreſſes 'it*:, and 
his Generation will be that qui 29e: by which he receiv'd the 
beginning and origin of iſtence; as Biſhop Bull ſays. 
But this opinion of Biſhop Bull is liable to ſome Objections; the 
Firſt of which ariſes. from his calling the Son a Coetertal offspring: 
and affirming that he was with God from eternity. — But by this 
the Biſhop may perhaps mean no more; than that the divit 


his Exiſtence as Biſhop Bull fays. . 


| hat the divine Sub- 
ſtance Was eternal, from which the Son was generated; as the 
Flatogiſis called their inferior Gods eternal, becauſe they were ſup- 
pPoſed to be formed out of the eternal P/yche.; and ſo eternal as to 


ar 


their. Subſtance, though not as to their perſonal Exiſten ee: as 
when the Apoſtle ſays of Levi, that he was in the Lins of his 
Father (Abraham), when Melchiſedek met him 4; or he might mean 
Eternal, as. it is explaned by Chryſoſtom and others to ſignify exiſtence 
before time. was meaſured by days and hours: but he could not 
mean, that Chr had no beginning.; becauſe he declares in direct 
words, that the Father alone is God of himſelf ; and the Son is of 
Gag, or rom. God; and had from Him the beginning of his Sub- 
iſtance, aud was produced: for which reaſon, he ſays, the ancients 
did not ſcruple to call the Father the one and ozly God; becauſe he 
Is the beginning, .cayſe, auibor, and fountain of the Son. — It is 
therefore moſt probable ; that, when the Biſhop uſes this apparent 
Contradiction, . viz. a coeternal offspring, he conſiders Chrift ac- 
cording to the notion of the Fathers and Council of Nice, as the 
 * V-hithy Diſq. mod. p. 52. b De Orthod. Fid. c. x. '© Let. I. p. 86. Hab. 
Ii. 10. Bulli op. 232. | 1 


eternal 


* 


Gun Af rA VL: 7. 
eternal Word or Attribute of Wiſdom - exiſting, in the divine mind 


r 
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and coeternal with, it ;,and afterwards, generated. into a Sub/antial 


Being. And-this ſeems to be the reaſon, that the Biſhop exprefſes 
hike le preciſe; UT! LOGOS nat fiir; and ee 
ſays, that by his Generation he received the beginning [not of hi 
8 N r i 6413 a Is 1344 r 2 e Ha. 
Exiſtence, but]. of his Subſtange, | And it-.is from tlie ſame prin- 
. Ä „ 1 wh fol „ IE oy. ORE * 
eiple that Euſebius ſaxs 4 the Emperor Conſtantinè proved, with 


| | ; + 


*. reſpect even. to the divine Gen ration, that the Word had a prior ex - 


- 
- 


*-;ftence before all ages: for as much as, before his.aual Generation, 


che was potentiall iu the Father, in an unbegotten manner; the Fa- 


z ther, haying been always Father, 32 alſo. always. King, aud 
always Saviour, and potentiall 7 all things, always fimilar and 


. oF 3 W, „ enen N at Þ 3} a8 ha St% 7 
„without any change. And this was the opinion of. Atheng- 


goras, Theophilus, Clemens Alex. Jertullian, Ladtantius, and others; 
aud involves the ſubject in innumerable diffieulties 6. 


What, the Fathers in general believ'd" of this. matter is perfectly 
agrẽable ta the philoſophy of the Platoniſts; that the eternal i. 


dam of the Father, that Attribute by which Cod himſelf is wiſe, 


(which the Tier iſts called Avrooopiz, and Acyor kdl beg, the in- 
ternal Word or Reaſon) was begotten into a Son, and became the 


Azyog Teopopiecg, the external Word or Reaſon; being ſent forth, by 
God, when, he created the world. Thus. Aibenagoras: and Tatian 


„ * 


ſpeak of a Son that was in God in Idea and Power, unbegotten; . 


1 


and unſubſtautial, before his. actual Exiſtence as a Perſon; juſt as 


the. Platoniſts ſpake of the Vorl, which they called the Son of 
Sod; as being both created and eternaf :*{ometimes: conſidering it 
ae che ideal World, exiſting 


w * 
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always in. the divine mind; and ſomes 


* 
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c. 12, - Here we ſee to demonſtration; that, when the Fathers ſpeak of an eernal Generation; 
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al. Bech Epiſt. ad Eccleſ. Cæſ. apud Theod lib. I. 


; they do not uſe the word, Eternal to, mean a ſtrict philoſophical Eternity; but merely a Gene: 


ration before all time. For they call the Generation of Chriſt erernal; and yet allow, that he 
was potentiallyin the Father, in an unbegotten manner, before he was generated :—In the fame 
unphiloſophical and lax ſenſe, - Euſebius calls the Angels &xpwoi, &c. Whithy Diſq- mod. 
Le&.. xxix. xxx. Whereas the word Eternal in a ſtrict ſenſe excludes the Exiftence of any 


thing before it; and can therefore only properly belong tothe one Self- exiſtent and Unoriginate 


Generation afterivards is improperly called Eternal. 
z This diſpute, whether the Father was. Father before he had a Son, was afterwards.renewed - 

with ſuck violence between Derothen# and Ma#inrs,. that the Multitude divided: Dorotheus 

remained in his Church; and new ones were built for. the followers of Mariana. - Niceph. lib. 


God: So that if Chriſt was the Attribute of Wiſdom, he was froper/y- Eternal: but: his 


| Ml. c. 36. n Cadworth, Int. Syſ. 575. 
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times as ſent forth into real Exiſtence: not confidering, that what 
-exiſts in the divine mind only in Idea, hath no exiſtence at all; 

the Idea. indeed exiſts, but the thing itſelf does not ſo. So that 
the xp. Bl not poſſibly be a real Son, till he was begotten. 


Euſcbius on the contrary ſpeaks of the Logos, as being always 


with the Father, as 4 Son: and Tbebaoret ſays, he was whways in 


the Father, in an -wnbegotten mutmèt k: but furely, if it was in an 
unbegotten manner; it was not as a Son: and yet Arius mentions 
ſomewhere a much ſtronger Expreffion, which is uſed by the Atba- 


_nafians; Viz. that he was unbegetten, and begotten in an unbegbiten 


. manner. Tngenitus efl, ingeftite genitus H. ' Tertullran on the con- 


trary ſays, that God was tot alwitys a Father; and that there was 4 


time, when the Son was vol —that the internal Wiſdom of God 


was begotten and made into a Perſon, juſt before the Creation 'of 


the World; that the Word, which he diſtinguiſhes from Reaſon, 
was not from the beginning ; but the divine Reaſon was'before it ; 


* 


pium n. Novatian declares 8 e ; that the Proceſſion of the Son, 


which was done when it pleaſed God; that is, when he would ctEate 


. a Sermonalis a principio, ſed Rationalis Deus tian ante Princi. 


the World, was what made the Son a Second Perſon. And moſt 


of the Fathers tell us:; that, Beſore the Word was generated, it was 
in the heart of God, in the womb of his underſtanding, in his 
Zowwels ; from whenee it came forth, as from ĩts bud and feed a. Neo- 
him *: and again, he begat him externally; who was internally in 
his heart. And fo Athanaſius; what is of or from the Father? ex- 
«cept the Word wWhich cometh forth from his heart, and is born out 
of his belly.2? And Dupin ſays, the Fathers declare, that the 
Work is eternal; and was from all eteriiity in God; as his Counfil, 
his Wifdom, and bis Word-. Py 1 LO Rs 

-Biſhop- Bull acknowledges Athenagoras to mean; that the Son is 
he ame, in reſpect of the Futher; as the internal Reaſon is to the 


Philus ſays : God having his Word internally in his bowels, begat 


111d. 254-—Whitby Dif. mod. g. . Theed, Eccleſ. Hil. lib. I. c. 12. —Eflay 6n:Spirit, 


445+» Adv. Herm. c. 3. m Adv. Prax. c. 857. [e Platon. devoil. c. xii. 
0 5% By & Od Tov zal 46 adabder bs Tois SMN T ,, avlcr, Ad Autol. 8 8 
p dhl fy xcep dle d vd tylyeos mEPuemor | | | 
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Ain of man. And Syffrilas, the learned Commentator upon Athe- 
 nagoras, freely confeſſes; that this Auther mean'd by the Son's 
being the Mord, that he was the rational Faculiy pf God the Fa; 
ther; and, as ſuch, was unbegotten and cocternal with him: becauſe 
the Father was never any more; withoat his Reaſon, than a living 
Crcature is without Life*,, And Dr. H hizby obſerves it to have been 
the common opinion of the Antenicene Fathers, that the, Word or 
Son of God was always in the Father, and chengſſed with him inter; 


nally'; becauſe the Father was mg ys ha that is, rational: 


The ſame was cle arly the Opinion of Bi 


Alexander, in his letter 
aghinſt AHrius; in- uſhich he argues for the àbſolute Eternity of the 
Mord, as follows: If the Son be the Word and the iſdom of 
the Father; how can there be a Time, when he was not? for it is 


TEES 18 
* 4 
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At appears from hence; that the Hlamooufrans were quite at a.lols 


* 4 


how: to expläne their own Syſtem; in which they differed as 


other; ard thereby ctradicted their own definitions, that the 


? 


. 


and Theodoret\ſay © pep , in an unbegotten manner; which ſeems 


alvnys Father: and if ſo, the Son muſt haye 'been,a/ways' Son.— 
Tertullian, Novatiun, and Athanaſius are xxpreſs, that he exiſted 6 


Reply to Dr. Waterland's Def. 108. 283. $ 2 Diſq. mod. p. 127. v Socrate 
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of the Fathers; ; in order to oppoſe the docttine of Avius, that the 
generation of Chriſt Was the beginning of his Exiſtence; which was 
looked- upon as Hereſy 1 in Arius, FRE: allowed to be orthodox in 
| his lee e 1501934093 en enen aw owl 1 ben 6 1001] 
But here we meet With farther diffculties; 5 if the 5 of 
theſe Fathers be true, that the Reaſon of God or his Mord was 
the eternal Faculty of the F ather; and came forth from the bowels 
of his Underſtanding, &c.: how is this conſiſtent with what is ſaid, 
that the Father was never without his Word or Reaſon? Is not this 
to ſay,” as Biſhop Alexander accuſes! Arius, that there was a time 
when God was not wiſe? as being without his Wiſdom or his 
Word-. Or did the ord go forth from the womb of his Under- 
ſtanding, and continue ix it all the while? I anſwer; the Fathers 
ſpeak of this in ſuch a manner, that it is impoſſible to know what 
they mean. Dupin tells us, that the Word did go forth ſome 
how; en quelque maniere': Biſhop Bull ſays; quaſi, even as it were : 
and explanes the opinion of : Theophilus to be, that he came forth 
from the divine mind; without being ſeparated from it. And this, 
he tells us, is the Catholic Faith. Andy if this be the : Truth, 
' whenever we read that Chriſt or the holy Ghoſt proceded and came 
Forth from the F. ather b, we are to underſtand, it was only quaf, 
and not in reality. It is ſomewhat remarkable. however, that when 
Chrift faith, I came forth from the Father, and came into the 
world; again, I leave the world, and go to the Father e; that his 
"diſciples ſaid to him, now ſpeakeſt thou planely; and ſpeakeft no 
Proverb. —PBut ſurely never words were leſs plane, or mort utterly. uns 
intelligible if Chrift was never ſeparate from the Father: and he 
neither came into this world, nor departed out of it. ee '3. 
but only quaſh, and e eepyei, as Biſhop Bull ſpeaks of it. 
W ſays; the power of the Word, even when it deſcended 
Tom the F en continued in the: Pather*: ®. Wat a dem! ic on. 


v. Au Ain ſays, INES dicit Chris 4 Sy 3 in ge I% inteligi . 

eum genuerit Pater: non ut tanquam jam T. non habenti dederit aliquid ; fed ipſum 
Ted ut haberet, genuiſſe ut E 8 SET. De Trin. lib. I. c. 12. And Damaſcen fays, wid ooy b 
dec N à vg, x) T6 rue, in r Tao; Le, 16 'T6. Ale «xz, De Orthod. Fid. c. x. 2 Bull, 
216. 4 Jbid. 2317. - Þ Fo. viii. 42. xv. 26. . © Ibid. xvi., 28. . 4 Biſhop. 
Bull ſays, quaſi progreſſio, 230: and quaſi exiviſſe, 232. and tanquam ex utero exivit xx) irgytian, 

100. *Perb! Virtutem, etiam duntita ſe demittit, perfecti im. & proxim: cum Deo Patre con- 
We ee, iſum manenten infants LJ 25 arcanis —_. * p; 231. 
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according. to. Wo with -þ his a "dhe inſepar ably in the Fa- 
ther all the time ot. big derpiſſiqn 6 comin, down. from the Father; 
anch in the lame,, mapper; rz his Miſdom or Word cath 16 f. th from. 


e 'J 13111 "TY 
the Father; by continuing | 


Whereis vgs | be ore. 
51 Another. difficulty, ſeems to be this; that if the going forth from 
God the Father, was: vg, real. Se 99 len as is ineluded in 


4 44 a. 


6 Idea of a. Son,; ; but t only 4 Pfogre N55 0; the Yet enefration will be 

fly 94 generation.) which means we know © of” what f. The 
N indeed, as quoted by Biſhop Bull, t mY 05 bölcly that a 
 Conunttion. and  Digjunttion at the FEE liege are very confiſtent ; 


1110 


though it. can neither be explaned in words, nor. conceived in our 
. thoughts®. And p.t ge of the Emperor, lin runs, when 
he ſpeaks of, the. I th at it is ndroif 1 2 and diviſibly- 
conjoined I And; Gregor e atour 7 5 expreęſſes es it in h Ike man- 
ner, according, | to e e ation ip the notes upon Nicephorus ; 
 diftinguitur inſeþarabil liter; 1 1 coagmentatur. ſeporabiliter . But theſe 
anſwers gave but little Satisfaction to The, F 
er eke of 1257 e that he ſays; the Word ade 
ich the, Father,..as a. Son 3, even, * ore he was begotten : If this 
were certain, the difficulty ooh, mentioned would, be ſuffici ciently 
obviated; as, there , would. b no, e, of going fotth from 
the Father, to become a. wy : for if the Father was Father, be- 
fore he begat; the Son muſt be A os before he was. begotten.— 
But here wWe meet with another 0 objection from Eunomiut; that 
if the Son exiſted, as a Son, 1 805 be Was begotten; he was 
unbegotten : and conſequently, unorivinate : Aud, if 10, he could: not 
receive his origin from the Father; nor be an Off Spring, or a Son, 
or a Production from the eternal mind. And tkis objection drives 
us back again into the, opinion. of Dr. Waterland; that the gene- 
ration of the Son was merely a Cs exiftericek. But this has been 
already exploded: becauſe it ſuppoſes two unoriginate or ſelf- 
exiſtent Beings ; and conſequently two Gods: for one Being can- 


not exiſt with itſelf, but with another; as Athanafius juſtly ob- 


F Corpus quid ſit, 6075 quid fe, intelligo : gquaff Corpus & quaſi Sanguis quid fie, nullo 


modo intelligo. Cic. de Nat. Deor. I. 1. Z Neſcio quz in iſtis animadvertitur, quæ 
neque explicari verbis, nec mente comprehendi poteſt, Communio pariter & Disjundio. b Euage 
B. V. c. 4. Micepb. lib. I. c. 2. not. X P. 69. of this Chapter. 
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ſerves. And Tu tin Martyr fays, the Son is oe Gp Me, alternus 
mero, and. conſe 8 not unorigiriate. And Meer! either Eu- 
ſebius was 2 50 ing Ea the Word to be 4 a Hon, befor before he 
was begotten; and t 0 Kip eror Cnflantirie in tuppoſing that God 
was ine, Faber; even Neid 117 had begotten '4 Son Son: ot elſe 
Biſhop Bull and the Fathers he efpouſes were miſtakin; 15. in ſuppoſ- 
ing his Generation to be that Production, gud elo. by 1 which he te: 
ceiv'd his Exiſtence. But if it is allowed chat Generation, Wat! 
ever be the meaning of it, is neceſſary to this being of a Son; then 
Euſebius's opinion (that he exiſted before he was begotten)" muff be 
falſe: and the Biſhop's opinion muſt be ſo far true; viz. that his Ge. 
eration was a Nroduction; and by this Production he received his 
ne and not only became a Son, but began tu Ze; as Au lin and 
: Damaſcen aflert.—l ſhall conclude thi Chapter with the words of 
Dr. #4itby, which I think muſt” appear unden iably true to any 
one that reads them. This only L inſiſt on, ſays the Doctor, 
that the Controverſies concerning the holy Trinity, diſputed with 
« the greateſt Acrimon and Contention on both Sides, (and particu« . 
« larly the Subject o this Chapter] cannot be certainly deter- 
«. mined by the writings of the Pathers,! the detrees of Ct oancils, 
0 On 189 doctrines of Univetfal Tradition : nor Is any any xhing t to 
e be believed or ſafely aſſerted; but Vile can be proved plahely 
« and clearly from the holy Scriptures . '—Whereas in couſult- 
ing the Opinions of the Fathers, we meet with nothing but Dark 
nels, Contradiction, and Confuſion; Lars 15 ſer pricd which. 
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Ovid has given us; of | the Chaos. ogy | 
8 uenpe 200 oY AGRI ny 

« Obſtabatque Nui aliud; quia i Ebro j in whe! They Tis IJ 189 
| i 57 pugnabant calidjs, . humentia ſiccis, jv: TR 15 40 
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Of the Senſe of the word Production, and whether the Generation of 
hw +... the Son was a literal Generation. . 


. ” * * 
* F 
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AVI N in the laſt Chapter examined and compared the dif. 
4.4. ferent opinions of the learned Chriſtiaus relative to the ante- 
mundage generation of the Son of God; I ſhall venture to feject 
the notion of Dr. Waterland, that it was merely a Coexiftence ; as. 
being already fully anſwered : and go-on to confider the opinion of 
Biſhop, Bull and the Fathers he eſpouſes; that it was a. Production. 
And examine firſt, whether this Production was a proper and. 
literal, or only a figurative Generations. 
FI D th rod Wibjent Senſes: 
A thing may either be produced from nothing; that is, created; 
in which ſenſe the generation of the Son was underſtood by Arius: 
or it may be produced from ſomething preexiſtent, as the Platonifts 
believed their inferior Gods to be created or praduced out of the 
pracxiſtent, Pjobe . And in this latter ſenſe Biſhap Bull, Biſhop 
13 and the Nicene Fathers underſtood that Chriſt was pro- 
duced aut ef the eternal Eſſence of the Father; ex propria Dei Sub- 
Hantia. And inſtead of always uſing the word: Prodution they ex- 
plane themſelves ſometimes by other words; which are not liable 
to, the, fame uncertainty. Bilhop Bull ſpeaks alſo, with other 
learned men, of internal Produftion ;. which I ſhall take notice of 
Biſhop Pearſon lays : ti the. Communication of "the divine Eſſence by 
« the Father, is the true and proper Generation; by which he hath be- 
e gotten. a Son. A Son is, nothing but e e by his Fa- 
« ther; of the ſame Nature with him: but God the Father hath com- 
t manicated.to the Word the ſame divine Eſſence, by. which he is 
« God?,” And again, the Father hath the ſame Attributes and Eſſence 
« of himſelf; and the Son, by Communication from the Fathers.“ (IS 
the Son then unoriginate, unbegotten, and ſelf-exiſtent; as the Fa- 
ther ist) And Biſhop Bull ſays; what elſe does it mean, to be gene- 
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Let. I. p. 86. b Prarſin, 137. 25. 6 ap. . 64 N 
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< rated; but to be born from another into a Similitude of Nature? 


«. Wherefore it is neceſſary that he who is begatten ſhould have hat 


the Begetter ©2*” [If he reſembles. him in Eſſence, how can he be the 


8 13 


q ee n Gen ee AR OL EASY) 
Jame Eſſence: and if the fame Eſſence, how can he be another ?]. 


Now if theſe definitions of a Son, and his generation from the 
Father's-Subſtance; be juſt aud preciſe; it ſeems to follow, that the 


* N Ant 1 nn bhi Afi Fort FLIP: ©. Ay ALE 
holy.Ghoſt js the Sen of God; as, well as the Logo: : for both the Son 
and the holy Gboſt are ſuppoſed to procede” front the Father, by 


Communication 6 E ence; which, we are told, is the / atid proper 


e the following words of our Saviout; I proceded and came 
forth from God: neither came I of myſelf, but my Father ſent 


mee; and argues, that this proceſſion of” the Son is mean'd - 5% 


es : 


way, of Generation ;, .avd; afterwards the Biſhop quotes theſe other 
words of Chriſt; when the Comforter is tome, Whom 1 will-ſend 

you from the Father; even the Spirit of Truth, which procedeth 
from the Father; he ſhall teſtify of me*: and He interprets theſe 
words, in the ſame arbitrary manner, to relate to the Proceſſion of 
the holy Ghoſt from the Father's Subſtatice :. And from hence I 
argue; that, if Generation be nothing more than Communication of 
SubRance, according to theſe definitions, aud the Biſhop's interpre- 
tation of theſe Texts; the proceſion of the holy Ghoſt muſt be as 
much a generation, as the proceſſion of the on. 


- 


, 


„ 


— 


„„ + 


«call theſe interpretations arbitrary; becauſe there is no good rea- 
Jon to think, that theſe texts relate to the origination of eirher of 
Son or Spirit; but merely to their Miſſion, or being being ſent forth 
by God upon the Goſpel diſpenſation; and there is not ohe of the 


Texts which the Biſhop refers to in this argument, (viz. becaufe they 
were ſent, becauſe the holy Ghoſt is called the Spirit of God; and the 
Spirit of Chriſt, which was in the Prophets;) which relates at all to 
their antemundane Generation. The right of Miſſion, from which he 
argues, has nothing to do with Communication of Eflence=and' the 
proceding from God, as {ent upon a miniſterial office, is very different 


4 * 


'4 Quid eſt aliud generari quam naſci ex altero in Similitudinem Natura; quare neceſſe eſt 
Naturam ab illa Communicatione habeat ille qui gignitur, ut ea gignenti fit ſimilis. Bull, p. 
255. But ſurely no man ever thought, that Generari and Naſci had the ſame ſenſe. Jo. 
VI. 42. F Jo. xv. 26. s Pearſen, p. 323. „ ; 
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from a Preston out of his Subſtance. An n is ſent by a 
Prince, and receives of him what to ſay; but he does not therefore 
receive his Eſſence from the Prince's Subſtance: in ſhort, the Biſhop ; 
has not in theſe pages a fingle Text to upport him. And when he 
endeavours to prove, that the holy Ghoſt is not a Son; becauſe he. 
receiveth and: glorifies the Son—and that his coming depended upon 
the departure of the Son—his arguments only amount to a proof, 
that the holy Ghoſt is not the ſame Son: but it is impoſſible to 
prove, that he is not à Son; as well as the Logos; as long as it is ad- 
mitted, that Generation ſignifies only Communication of Subſtance ;. 
and that the holy Ghoſt recely'd Communication of nk, as well 
as the Logos. 
To this objection the Biſhop * himſelf unable to anſwer, 
e giving up his definition; and ſuppoſing the Sonſhip of the. 
Logos to depend, not upon the Communication of the divine | Ef- 
ſeuce, but the Manner of it; the Word being God by Generation, and 
the holy Ghoſt by Proceſſion u.“ So that he firſt lays it down, that 
Communication of Subſtance or Eſſence is the true and proper Gene- 
ration, by which the Father hath begotten a Son; and then ſays, 
in direct contradiction to it; that a perſon / generated may be 10 
Son; becauſe the Communication is not made by Generation, but 
Precefſion.—Liet us ſee, in what manner he explanes this difference; 3 
and endeavours. to ſhew, that the Generation he ſpeaks of, is not 
merely a Communication of Subſtance. Eve, he ſays, was pro- 
duced out of Adam in the ſame Nature with him, and yet was 
not born of him; nor was ſhe truly the daughter of Adam: 
„ whereas: Selb, proceding from the ſame Perſon in ſimilitude of 
i the ſame Nature, ' was truly and properly. the, ſon. of Adam. And 
«. this difference; he ſays, was nor in the Nature produced ; but f In. 
* the Manner of production; Eve deſcending, not from. Adam, as 
« Seth did, by way of Generation; i, e. natural fecundity i.” 4.3 
Thee plane truth, which the biſhop does not chooſe to give us in this 
1 is this: that in one caſe, there was an act of Generation, be. 
tween male and female; which is abſolutely. neceſſary, according to, 
all language, to the exifence of a Son; or. a. Daughter ;, and in the 
other caſe, there was no ſuch a: and conſequently, no Son. or 
e was produced and in this eral ſenſe of eee the 


| | *. Pease, 2415 27S i bid. 165. Biſh 
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Biſhop fully exp! anes himſelf, when he is ſpeaki ug of the genera- 


* 
* 


tion of the Son by the holy Ghoſt of the virgin Mary; and fays, If 


the Ancients fpeak thus, it is not tobe underſtobd as if che Spirit did 
of Paternity.” Here it appears; that, ia the Biſhop's! opinion, in 
order to become a Father, ſome proper act of Generation muſt be 


performed; ſuch as is the foundation of Paternity: to which groſs; 
intimation it is ſufficient to anſwer; that; if we have any idea at all to 


our words; there can be no ſuch generation poſſible 3 with! regard 


to the preſent queſtion. For Generation, properly ſo called, in- 
cluding an act of Paternity; is very different from a mere Produttion ;; 


and ſuppoſes the Socrety of male and female: but with regard to the. 


Generation of the Son, there can be no room for any ſuch ſup- 
poſition; and conſequently, the Aiteral Generation of the Son is 
uinpolſible: and the difference in the manner of communicating the 
divine Eſſence to the Son by generation: and to the holy Ghaſt by 
proceſſion, entirely explaned. And, in like manner, allithe compa- 


Tiſons and allufions Which are uſed by the Athanaſians, as of a tree de- 


rived from its root, a river from its fountain, a light from the 
Sun, extend no farther than to explane that the Son of God may 
be a derivation or production (in which ſenfe Biſhop! Ball explanes 
Generation and Nativity as having the ſame» meaning):- but theſe 


com pariſons | by no | mean 8 relate to him as a literal San, by ſuch a 


proper act of Generation as is the foundation of Paternity, and diſ- 
tinguiſhes the Origination of the Son from that of the Holy Ghoſts 
which indeed is an Idea toe grofs to be indulged. And yet, if 
Chriit be not a Son in that hit and groſs ſenſe the word San of 
God, when applied to the Logos, cannot poſſibly be mean'd in a lite. 
ral but in a guratiue ſenſe; either as the word may mean merely 
to expreſs Production or Origination, as it is uſed by Tertullian and 
Alibanaſius, quoted in the beginning of the ſeventh Chapter: 
or as it means a deſignation to a particular Office; as the Word 
eh iu Prov. vili. 22. is explaned by Euſebius.— The author 
of the Recognitions denies, that the holy Ghoſt may be called 
a Son; becauſe, he ſays, there is but one ungenerated; and but 
one generated: the holy Ghoſt being made by one who was alſo 
made k. But this reaſon, if it were true, would prove; that the 


ex Lib, IId Ai. 4 
Logos 
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Lagos was de more a ditenal Son, than the hy Ghoſt; för, as 
it is obſerved by uſſeliul of Miromadia in his Letter to Panlinus 
Biſhop . of Tyre, what. is made cannot be of the divine Subſtance, 
which is extent; but muſt be ortatedl, © 
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I hether the Son of God wa- a Production from the Father's Sublance; 


and whether his Generation was offefied by a Communication of the 


. Paternal Subflance ; and whether the divine Subſtance be fteril or 


praliſic. 


H NG in the laſt Chapter ſhewn the abſurdity of ſuppoſing 
*: Chriſt to be the Son of God by ſuch 4 proper Generation, as is 


* 4 * 


the foundation of Paternity; I ſhall now conſider the opinion, 
which. is neareſt to it in a literal ſenſe ; viz. whether he was a 
a Production aut f the Faiher's Subſtante, according to the ſimili- 


tudes in which it is repreſented by the Athanaſians; as a tree 
from its root, a river from its fountain, &c. none of which extend 


to any act f Paternity, but merely te a Production. 


Biſhop Pearſon ſays; a Son is nothing, but another produced by 
his Father, of the fame Nature with him: and that God has 


aommunicated to the Son the ' ſame divine Eſſence, by which he is 
God. And Biſhop Bull ſays, from Pefavius; that a Generatiun 
cannat be conceiwed, without a Communication of ſomething ; and 


that Communication can only be of Nature, Eſence, or Sub- 
Aance; beecanſe it is a Suhſlantial Production:. To this it is an- 
ſwered; that a Generation of the divine Subſtance is impoſſible: 
becauſe the ſame thing or] Subftance can not beget (or produce or 
be communicated to) itſelf b. Wherefore as the Eſſence of the three 
Perſons is allowed to be .zbe ſame; the Eſſence cannot beget the E .- 
ſence: to which argument Biſhop Bull oppoſes the words of Me- 
. lanfhen;. that the fame, as far as it is incommunicable, does not beget 


1 Niceph. lib. vii. c. x. Neque enim generatio ſine alicujus rei Communicatione 
poteſt auimo concipi: porro non alterius quam Naturæ, Eſſentiæ, & Subſtantiæ: cum ſit 
Beladung, id eſt, ſubſtantialis productio. Bulli op. 25 5. b Idem ipſum non gignit; quare 


cum Eficatia Gt eadem, non poteſt Eſſentia gignere Eſſentiam. Ibid. 255. 


* —— felt; 


a. 


— 


—— y £ — — 
. . — 


— —— 


— 


de LETTER Vt. 


ige; but the fame that is communicable is communicable to the be.. 
gotten: but. Eſſence it eee ee is comunicable - | 
to the begotten. LEP 

Now it is allowed; that Efence, hav 18, all. fit Rſſence 10 com 
municable; either in whole or in part: though it is abſurd to ſup- 
poſe, it can beget or produce itſelf; whether it be communicable 
or not. But the diviue Eſſence is communicable neither way.. An 
individual. Eſſence, ſays Dr. Whitby, can not be communicated ;. for 
_ that very reaſon, becauſe it is individua!; that is, one and no niore 
but ſuppoſing there is any thing in the divine Nature capable of 
being communicated, (Which is abſurd te imagine for another rea- 
ſon alſo, viz. becauſe it is unchangeable;) I would then aſk, to 
whom or to what could the Communication be made; when as yet 
zvibing but the divine Eſſenoe exifted® For, until the generation 
4 of the Son of God, God was alone; being to himſelf both- world 
«and place and all things: So alone, that there was nothing ex- 
4 ternal to him; “ ſays- Tertullian. Fhe divine Nature aw hl 
eculd not be communicated to any other Being, or - ſecond Perſon 
becauſe no other Being. or Perſon exiſted, except the God and. F a- 
ther of the-univerſe; and a Wee rl of -his own Subſtance, 
to himſelf could not be poſhble... rus 8 

This ſeems to have been the reaſon, which: Arve the Cobneik of - 
Nice to maintein; that the Son of God exiſted, as the Attribute of Wiſ- 
dom, before he was begotten; or - before the communication of 
Effence was made: that there might be ſomething præexiſting; to 
- which it might be eommunicated. And accordingly, Athanaſius de- 
elares; that, wWhoever aſſerts the. Son v not. before be was begotten; 
contradicts the: Synod. So that, according to this Syſtem, the 
generation of the ſecond Perſon in the Trinity was effected by the 
Communication of the divine- Subſtance to the divine Attribute of 
Wiſdom. But this could not really be the caſe: becauſe the Sub- 
ſtance and Attributes of God being always united, the communica- 
tion of one to the other could be nothing more, than the continuation 
of the ſame Union; every thing remaining as it did always: ſo that 
if there was but one Perſon exiſting before the ſuppoſed commu- 
nication, there wt by but one Perfon after it: and the conti- 
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nuance of every khing as it was before, will no more produce one 


more Perſon; thamit will produce a:theuſand. . 


In ſhort, whatever belongs to the felf-exiſtent Being, whether 


Subſtance: of Attribute, is F exiſtent; being indeed God him- 
ſelf under a particular conſideration; as Dr, Whitby has ob- 


ſerved *: and confequently, never was produced at all. So that 


the queſtion to be diſcuſſed, as far as the generation of the diuiur 


Eſſence is concerned, is not imply whether Eſſencr can beget E. 
Jence, or Miſdom MWiſdom; which ſeems to have been the diſpute be- 


8 


. 


tween Peter Lombard the Maſter of the Senterices, and Richari 


ſecond perſon diftin& and different from the firſt; but the very 


ame numerical Subſtance, which exiſted before ſuch a ſuppoſed ge- 


ne ration n 
But Bifhop Pearſon ſays, we _ 
ture as ſeril; but rather admire the 


« 


* ſo communicated, as not to be. multiplied.” Is not this:planely 
to confeſs, that there can be no fecandity in the divine Nature? - 
— The Biſhop: goes-on to prove it: infomuch that he, who. 


* -procedeth by Communication of the divine Subſtance, hath 


„not only the ſame Nature; but is alſo the ſame God bh, Now if 
there was from Eternity One Eſſence: and that One Eſſence 


continues anchangeably the ſame One, without any numerical inereaſe 


of Eſſence; where is the fecundity of the divine Eſſence? certainly 

there is no ſuch thing. On the contrary, the divine Eſſence, 
having received no aumerical increaſe, malt be ſteril: But if the 
Chriſtian Divines are reſolved to maintein a Fecundity in God. 


it ſhould not be ſuppoſed to be by generation of Subſtance 3 (which 


they allow to have been always one, without any inereaſe ;) but by 
generation of Perſons; for then they would have this appearance of 


*Laſt Thoughts, 29-22: * * Pearſon, 135» 1 s Ibid, 138. n Ibid. 137. 
FF M 2 Probability 


by. 


V:ietormug;; but whether the ſame Eſſence which is ſelf-exiſtent, and 

_ conſequently never was generated or produced, did beget or generate 
ztſelf ;- which does not feem to be very probable. And moreover,-1t, 

it were poffible to produce itſelf, it would not thereby produce 4 


not look upon the divine Na- 
fecundity and communicability:” _ 
of itſelf, upon which the creation of the world dependeth fo Here 
the Biſhop's notion of fecundity ſeems to be nothing more than 
the power of creating. Let us obſerve how he goes on; but the 
divine Effence being, by reaſon of its Simplicity, not ſubject to Di- 
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probability ati loſt; that there was only One Perſon in the God- 
head at the firſt; which was afterwards encteaſed to Three 
 Whereas-a Feoundity: without an increaſe in number or ere 
is abſolute nonſenſe. But then the difficulty would lie here. — 
1ſt. If we underſtand the word Perſan, as we ufually do in com- 
men diſcourſe, When we ſpeak of three diſtin& Perſons; as it was 
underſtood by Archbiſhop T Alarſon, and the Realiſts ; it unaroid- 
ably follows, that if each of theſe be infinite, they muſt be Three 
diſtinct Gods ; and the generation of the Son muſt bo eee 
tion of a Stcond Gt WS 
2. If we ſuppoſe the-Son to be Sverige by the ae en 
of that ſelf-exiſtent Subſtance, which was eſſential to and nſepurabis 
rom the Perſon of the Father: we muſt ſuppoſo the divine fecuu-. 
diey to conſiſt in the communication: of the Fathers Perſonz- as 
well as of his Subſlance. So that, to ſpeak nearly, in Biſhop Pe. 
' ſon's. own- words; he, who procedeth by Communication of the di- 
vine Subſtance; muſt not only be the ſame God, but the ſame Per 
en as the Father: : and- conſequently, - the Feeundity walli be: only 
— opjift 3 as there will be no inoreaſe either in Subſtance or 
srſon - 
On the other hands if UE a pi ir word rnb, ax-Miſkiops. 
Barnet and the Nominals doi, not to mean diſtinct Subſtances, but 
only Chara#ers or Properties: of the one ſelf- exiſtent Subſtance, ae 
explaned bp Auflin.aud-the Reformed Churches; the divine Fecun- 
dity is entirely. out of the Queſtion. For neither oan-the-neflets a 
of the divine Unuenanding or Imelle&: be called: with any propriety- 
a Goneration, and muchi leſs a Subantial Generation, dy which they-- 
ſuppoſe the Son to be produced; nor can that Zovs ſuppoſed to he 
produced. by Intellect and. Wiſdom, and to become theiboly:Ghoſt, 
bo ſaid with auy Propriety ti be a ſubſtantial Production k. For one 
and the ſume ſubſtanco may appear under the Characters of Mind,. 
Wiſdom, and Eove; or: of Creater,: Redeemer, and Benefactor; 
or of Light, Counſel, and: Life; or of Bounty, Immutabilkys 
and Unity; os of Goodneſs, Knowledge, and Power; onof Life, Un- 
derſtanding, and: Will; orof allthefe together; without any Genera- 
tion or Frcunduiy at all Bot not one of theſe: can ſuffer Pain and 
Death; without the ſuffering of the Subſtance, in which the parti- 
cular MAIER exiſts; and 3 it is ſupported. Ns 
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The conſidering the Creation off the Unrverſe,, as that which 
proves the divine Subſtance to be prolifie and to be a natural Fe- 
cundity; and then palming it upon us as a. Generation on? f the 
divine Subftance 3 is a piece of ſophiſtry, unworthy of Biſhop Pearſon: 
but he was betrayed into it by Athanaſiu, who argues thus; If 
the divine Eſſence be not fruitful, but barren ; —as light not en- 
lightening; and a ſpring that is dry; how is it that they are not 
aſhamed to ſay, that he has a. creative power —as if Creation from 
nothing which, was the caſe of the univerſe; was the ſame thing, 


as a generation from the divine Subſtan ce. 
In ſhort, it is to no purpoſe for the Chriſtians to tell-us of the 


P " 


ricul ineneaſe in the divine Subſtance: which they dare not do: 
but they go as far as they dare; and much too far, when they 
ſpeak af Gad as not: being; One in Number and as making a Society. 
When Gilbert Porretane, the learned. Biſhop of Poctiers, had af. 
ſerted, that the three perſous were ria fingularia; the Archbiſhop, 
of Nevers ohjected, that God ſhould rather be called unum fingulare; 
thanſtria ngularia m gt Which; many were offended; becauſe. Hilary 
ſaithy. As it is: proſand to ſay, there are two Gods; ſo it is ale 
<\\ impinum tatſay, that he is ſingular or ſolitary. [Singularem & foli- 
<< tari um dicere ſvertlegum eſt.] - And Mr. Ho, in the diſputes 
upon tlis Trinity in the laſt, age has carried this. notion farther. 
Ha ſays, the Perſons are diſtinst Rſſences; diſtinct numerical. 
Natures, Brings, and: Subſtances; that there is a · varietꝝ of ins- 
e diridual. Natures. in the Deity; that there are in the Godhead 
© three diſtinct intelligent Hy poſtaſes, hawng, garb. his,own diſ- 
<6 tinct,: fingular, intelllgent Nature; and theſe three divine Per- 
c ſans, Beings, Eſſenees, Natures, Subſtances, maintain a delicious, 
«© Sorietye; No Enjoꝶments being pleaſant without Conſociation 
* therein. And we muſt. needs think this a more bleſſed ſtate, o 
c a moro perfect Idea of Bleſſdneſs; than. can be conceived in an 
I hall not enter into this Subject: I am only: proving, that God. 
is not prolific; as to his Subſtance. And this will appear beyond all 
deubt; when we have conſidered the only; Ways, in. Which ſuch a2 
fecundity can be conceiv'd3 and by whielv the learned Chriſtians: 


TraQs, Vol. III, P · 40. | 85 25 | | | 
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* 16'Typport of their philoſophical notions have ſuppoſed it to be é. 
"Fertil, "the firſt of me Latin Fathers, underſtood the 
to be a/pa#r of Gd]; and that God made the Son, by bringing him 
forth out of *Bimfelf*: ard that the Father/is'the whole Subſtahce, 
and the Son a portion, or derivation of or from. the whole r. And ſo 
| Manichzus ſays, that the Son was a conſubſtantial part of the Fa- 
ther 4. And, if this could be, it would world make! a Second Per- 
ſon, though not of the ame numerical Subſtance, yet of the ſame 
ind, as the, xib of Adam made an Eve. But this is ſaid to be the: 
Hereſy of the Montaniſi:; aud is inconſiſtant with the- Indivifibility of 
the divine Eſſence. -And*the'6pinion of Valentinus and others, that 
the Son is an Emiſſion or Emanation of the Father“; is liable to 
the fame Objeftion. For if they ſuppoſe an Emanation, that di- 
Dias the indiviſthle Eſfetice; it is a contradiction in terms: and ito 
ſuppoſe au Emanation bat oes not Aibidt, is to ſuppoſè no: Bmana< 
tion at all. But ; we are told by Zunchius; that this objection is 
made from dur not perceiving how any thing can be generated 
rem another, and be his Son; fo as to remain in him by whom he 
is generated :: for, ſays he, they think all generation is made ab 
extra, and none ab intru. Aud ſo the Generation, that Biſhop Ball 
defends, is not an external Productioii; but an internal one. But 
tbis otfly brings. us into more confuſion; for an internal Production 
_ _ , abitbaut a Separution, will not be another produced; (according to 
Biſhop Pearſon's definition of a Son) but it will de he ſame: that 
18, it will be.no Production at all. Thus Petavius ſpeaks the opinion 
of the Fathers, when he ſays, the Mord was inclaſed (infiium & 


— 


incliſum in the bowels of God, before it wWas begotten; and 
therefore not yer called ea Son, but was he. ſame as the Father. And 
Trengus fully confutes this unintelligiblé notion, as follows; „ If 
4 they ſay of the Son, that he Was not emitted out of the Father; 
& but was in the Father himſelf: Firſt, it is ſuperfluous or to no 
66 purpoſe even to ſay, that he was emitted: for how was he emitted, 


if, he continued in the Father? for an Emiſſion is the external 
Jin DADETIG YRS. F 71 Kin 5 27 ä Ro „ eh , 
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a | der illam. fætum I dixit conſubſtantialem. Epiſt. Arii ad Alexan. Bulli op. 284. and he 

p ſays, p. 100. Tanguam ex utero exivit, xal' ingytiav. . 5 VVV 


* 


* 


— 


le 


* F o « 3 — 
— * . * 
an i FEELS | TEST 2 7 
. 3 $0 4 2 2 4 
, «6 - pu * 


CHAPTER IK 87 


| tee: Manife Marion of that which is emitted, out of t the emittent.” And 
it was the general doctrine of the Anti. nicenes; that the Son was 
*akways in the Father ab gierno, as- his Wiſdom-unbegotten and 
unſubſtantial; becauſe God is always rational and ie but that he 
Was ſubantially begotten, and became. andi her, by coming Forth- | 
from the Father; profi liens & progrediens':. but how could this de — 
without a Separation? 97 0 E OF” +5 eee 
On the otfier hand, Biſhop Pearſon, oonfiders the Girldrablon of 
the Son, not as a partial Emanation, but as a total" and plenary Cm. 
' munication of the divine Subſtance"; as indeed it muſt be, if it be 
any Communication of Subſtance at all. For an individual Sub- 
ſtance cannot be communicated partially; but either wholely or elſe 
not communicated and to communicate the whole div ine Subſtance, 
is to part. with it; and ſo Almighty God muſt be ſuppoſed to have 
communicated Himſelf, in order to «produce a ſecond Perſon: but 
this would hot be the conſequence ; even with finite Beings. A 
total Communication of Subſtance in a finite Being, would be 
merely a change of place: without any new production or genera- 
tion. But the Supreme Being is incapable of ang ſuch Communi- | 
tion; becauſe he. ts infinite, and fills àllaſpace. Beſides, the, Com 
munication of the whole divine Eſſenee ineludes a Communication 
of the divine attributes; which are eſſential to it, and inſeparable 
from it*; and if both are communicated, the Perſonaliiy muſt be 
communicated; and the Father and Son will not only be one and 
the ſame Subſtance, but one and the ſame Perſon: which is Sabel. 
lianiſm. Beſides, if the whole Subſtance as communicated: to 
the Son, how could he be 2 Ts Uoiac T8 Oed; ot of the Subſtance 
of God? according to this notion, he - muſt be the very Subſtance 
itſelf, and the xwhole Subſtance; and- the Son muſt be the Father 5 
| himſel if; or in other words, as Athanaſius obſerves of Sabellianiſm; 
this notion deſtroys the very-Effence of the Son; and falls in With 0 
n doctrines of the Monbouſians and 7 autbouſſans v. 81H 
I propofed, before I ended this chapter, to conſider this: Kuang; 8 
. hien ſome learned Chriſtians have imainteined 3 ; in order =: 


wo 
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8 autem non 3 extra Patrem illum dicent, edi in 755 EO ; primo NYT RE erit 
etiam dicere emifſum efſe-eum 7 Duemgdmodum emm emiyſus ft, ſi intra 'Pairem erat! Hmſſio enim 


| 6/1 ejus quod emutitur extra emiltentem. Mazife/atio.. Lib. II. c 17. F/bithy. Dif. Mod. 07. n 
g u Pearſon, 137, 138. x Biſhop Pearſen ſays, the divice Perfections and. Attributes ae 


the fame with the divine Eſſence. p. 4 . 7 See p. 40% 


* 


b EOS, to 


to proverthe;divine Fecund/ty;: to-wiks that d. is nat Que i . 
der; ihut only in Nature, or dubſtancs. For it is the. diene Nature 
ISubſtance g Crea] that is get Meret, fays Bilbap  Peax/ant; 

1 ee _—_ Ge 0 An aud Ph wick One 
„ but mot nh Gag. And he guates Hh Nun appro- 
2 ; & chat the unity of God is of iſo «<< See # 
« nature, as to have nothing in common with other ,Beings 
% ho fall under dumber. Aud theſe, the ſays, are the eps 
4 Which we take to ſhew that an eternal Generation in the di vine 


* * * N 


Nature is mo GonN⁊ꝰalictien : But how God can be mqre that 
One in natune, unleſs thete be mere than one God; or how there 
can be more than One God, cnnſiſtsntly with the declarations af 
Nee, that Fabavab is one ; and with the declaratians of the 
New Teſtament, that God is one; & Oedg 5.5545, 11S nat ęaſy to 
make · ut. And to ſay that God is One in fo tranſcendental a man- 
ner, as tobe none than Ones or Three in ſo tranſcendental a manner, 
as to be no more than One; 4s t talk vnintelligibly: and muſt lead 
us on the one ſide into Atheiſm, and on the other into Polytheiſm 9. 
That we are hereby led into Atheiſm, has been lang ago prov 
by Tertullian in theſe words; « If God is not Qne, he 48. got 
< therefore God is the only God: nor otherwiſe the only God, but 
< as being ſupremely great: nor ,othenwiſe ſupremely great, but 
<« as having no equal: nor otherwiſe without equal, but as being 
b the 85 1 God. Two therefore ſupremely great are ipconſiſtent; 
« becauſe the ſupreme. greatneſs conſiſts in having mo equal: but 
4% to have no equal can only be the property of One; and cannot 
% poſhbly agree to Tuo. And fo Euſebius peaks; 6 there is 
<« only One God; namely He who is without beginning aud un- 
< begotten : and the cauſe why the Son is as he is —nor do we 
« declare the two ſubſtances to be equal in honour, nor both to be 
« without beginning and unbegotten f.“ 15 | 


4 ; . 


ther, ſo as to continue the ſame one Subſtance; it muſt follow that 
God is not prolific in Subſtance: and on the other band, if the Son 


be ſo generated from the Father's Subſtance, as to be another of the 


z Let. I. p- 91,—Let. VII. 148. * Pearſon, p. 135» b Alix Jewiſh Ch. 121. 268. 
James ii. 19. * Emlyn's Trafts, Vol. I. 166. Contra Marcel lib. i. c. 3. #* Whitby 


fame 


Diſq. mod, p. 8. See what follows from Irenæus. 


: 


ff. TT 8 8 ay. 89 
ſame Subſtance with him, agreablyto the Biſhop's definition; and 
God be thereby more than One in number; there will be more 
than One God. And this doctrine, if held in the b 10nihg of 
Chriſtianity, would -have overturned all the arguments of the 
Chriſtians againſt the Heathens: as it would have been an unan- 
ſwerable reply in the defenders of Polytheiſm, that the many 
Gods they worſhipped were formed out of the Subſtance of the Su- 
preme 3 and were conſubſtantial with him: and, conſe- 

quently, though many in number, they were all one and the ſame 
T.., Boa aims) bo aan tw dr at dte. 
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"Pk Athanafians at the Nicene Council believed each of the 
three Perſons in the Trinity to ſubſiſt of itſelf; that is, to be 
a perfect Subſtance: and that theſe three Subſtances were united in- 
feparably by a Perichorefis; which prevented them from being three 
Gods: and this was the Catholic Faith, according to Biſhop Bull. 
On the contrary, the Sabellians believed; that God was not three 
Subſtances united: but only one Subſtance, both before the gene- 
ration and afterwards. And they argued againſt the Athanaſian 
notion of the homooufion, as follows — That, as God was originally 
dy rp ¹,α, one Subſtance, or Thing; he muſt always continue ſo; 
for as much as there could not be a Production of two or more 
Subſtances from the % Tpxyua, without a diviſion of tle divine 
Eſſence; and a diviſion implied a contradiction to the divine ap- 
v, or incorruptibility; and was therefore impoſſible 
The great Baſil endeavours to remove this Objection : and ſays, 
they objected to the word Homoouſios; Iſt. as if it repreſented a no- 
tion of Subſtance and its properties; 2. as if the Subſtance being 
diſtributed gave the name of Conſubſtantial to the things into 
which it was diſtributed ; this, he ſays, is true of Braſs, and the 
Coins that are made of it; but 3dly, in God the Father and God 
the Son neither is the Subſtance anterior, nor 4thly, is it ſuper- 
ſtrated; aud 5thly, to ſay or think ſuch a thing is impious. 
a The words of Baf are thus tranſlated in Biſhop Bull, p- 32. from Baſ,-tom. III. p. 292. 


Dixerunt enim illi homoou/ii vocem, notionem Subſtantiæ, et eorum quæ ex ipſa ſunt, repræ- 
1 8 N | - ſentare 


— 


* 


* 


. . OED 
It will be a ſufficient reply to all this, to aſk a few plane queſ- 
- ft. The great Ba complains, that the word homooufios. is ob- 
Jjected-to by the Sabellians ; as if it repreſented the notion of Sub- 
ance and its properties. But what elſe can it repreſent ; and pre- 
ſerve any meaning? Does not the word homoonfies ſignify, of the 
| fame Subſtance? And can we have any meaning to the word, with- 
out an idea of Subſtance, (how imperfect ſoever it may be ;) or any 
idea of the ſame Subſtance, or of communicating Subſtance z: without 
the ideas both of Identity and Communication? — But, in truth, the 
argument againſt the homooufians is equally concluſive; whether 
it be uſed of Subſtance or any thing elſe. If two procede from 
One, that One muſt be divided; and, if the One be indiviſible, 
(which all Chriſtians agree to be the nature of the divine Sub- 
ftance) then two cannot procede from it. And this muſt be 
univerſally true of every thing that exiſts, or can exiſt even in 
 2dly. He ſays, they objected to the word; as if Subſtance being 
diſtributed gave the name of conſubſlantial to thoſe things into which 
it is diſtributed. But I anſwer; are not the Son and holy Ghoſt 
ſaid to be conſubſtantial with the Father; becauſe the divine Sub- 
ſtance is communicated to them? and what do we mean by Commus- 
nication. of Subſtance, if not tribution of. Subſtance? 


* 


zaͤly. Baſil ſays; though it be true of Braſs and Coins, that the 

Subſtance being drſtributed gives the name of Conſubſtantial to 
the Coin; yet in God the Father and God the Son the Subſtance is not 
anterior. Can the great Bafil mean, that the divine Subſtancè of the 
Father did not exiſt prior to the Generation of the Son; by which 
he became conſubſtantial with the Father? If this were the Caſe; 
how could the great Athanaſius ſay, that the Son exiſted. before: his. 
generation 4 Tov G Gregor, bsegor ve eig uch. Did the Son 
exiſt before the divine Subſtance, from whicly he was generated? Cer- 
tainly not. And yet if the vgccov afterwards,. when he was gene- 
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W | rated into a Son, was: coeternal with. the divine Subſtance ;, (i. e. if: . 
= 4 | | # 
. 2 ' 0 5 / 4 5 . * | as Tn | 2 . . ® - | 1 
1 ſentare nobis: ita ut Subſtantia diſtributa (v νν ẽ homaruſii appellationem impertiat- 
Wo is in quæ diſtributa tuerit (daf). Hoc quidem veriſſimum eſt de ære, & numiſmatibus:. 
FS! inde cuſis: at in Deo Patre & in Deo Filio nec Subſtantia ett anterior, nec utrique videtur- 
Wt | ſuperſtrata: (vriprequiyy*) hoc enim dicere vel cogitare, impietatis omnem rationem excedit,. 


See. he Council of. Con/tart;nople, Niceph, Vol. Il. p. 202. and 245. 
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CHAPTER, . 
the divine Subſtance was not anterior to the Communication of it) N 
and the Son exiſted rr - "af 1 that generation ; as Atbangfius 


and the Nicene Council aſſert: he muſt have exiſted before the oer 
| Subffance; which is impoſſible. . - 

Athly. Baſil ſays, the divine Subſtance Was not fiborfrated upon 
each of them. Certainly on the Father it was not; becauſe he is 
unoriginate. But the Son received his Exiſtence as a ſecond Sub- 
ſtantial Perſon, trug dog, by Communication of the divine 8u bſtance; 
and where is the difference between the words communicata, u. Aributa, 
& ſuperſtrata ? And if he was partaker of the divine nature or Sub- 
ſtance, without or prior to this Communication; His generation does 
not conſiſt in the Communication of Eſſence ; ; as Biſhop wu; Biſhop 
Pearſon, &c. would perſuade us. | 

Laſtly, Bafil ſays; it is impious to ſuppoſe uch 4 4 e ande of 
| Subſtance, when ſpeaking of the F ather and the'Son.—And-this is 
What the Anti- homooufians alſo inſiſt upon: and yet, as impious as it 
is, they charge it upon the Athanafians, as the unavoidable Conſe- 

. quence of their Principles; if their words are allowed to have any 
tenſe at all. And for this very reaſon, becauſe it is impious; the 
Anti-homoouſians of all ſects, as well as the Sabellians, deny any 
ſuch Diſtribution of the divine Subſtance to be poſſible: not only 
under the name of.D Nribution, but all other names whatever which 
convey the ſame Idea, and imply a ' Communication, Emiſſion, - 
Emanation, Production, or Generation, of or from the divine Sub. 
ſtance; all which words ply. the divifion of Lanes or elſe are 
uſed without any meaning. 

To this the Emperor Conſtantine andthe Fathers thought it uff 
cient to anſwer; that this Generation or Communication of Eſ- 
ſence is not effected after the manner of Bodi ies; viz, by divifion ; but 
as Light is generated from Light, without any diviſion or diminu« 
tionb; and that thoſe who make ſuch. objections conſider the divine 
 Effence-corporaliter. 8 225 

To this the Anti-homio oufians reply | ; that the Cottimenioalion of 
Subſtance muſt be either by Partition, as the pieces of Gold from 
the Maſs ; or by Derivation, as Children from their Parents; or 
by Eruption, as the branch from the Root; but the Son of God 
can N e the Father” $ Subflance by none of theſe 8274 and three 
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can be no ether conceived: and conſequently, if they do not mean 


be a Son, as much as the Logos. 


* 3 


in one or other of theſe ways ©, they have no determin'd Senſe or 


Meaning to their words? 


2dly. They anſwer; That when Light is communicated from 


» - 


%%% ↄ ———̃—28ʃ n RN 
/3dly. That the. queſtion, 'with regard to the Generation of the 
Son, is not merely whether there is any Diminution; but whether 
there is any Diviſion: for the divifion of the divine Subſtance is as 
impoſſible, as the diminution of it: and Origen declares, there muſt be 


one torch to another, it is as much divided; as a ſtick is by break- 
i k 4 $ 5 1 n + 4 - g : 2 : 1 J ; : — M , 


a diminution in ſuch a Communication, as well as a diviſion, 


4thly. It ſeems by ſuch Similitudes, that the Arhanafians have 


loſt fight not only of the Filiation of the Son; but even of his 
Production: for the derived Light B, is not the Son of the Light A, 


from which it was derived; nor even a new production, but merely 


a derivation; and in that ſenſe they muſt confeſs the holy Ghoſt to 


5thly. The objection here made, that thoſe who argue in this 
manner conſider the divine Eſſence corporaliter ; is nothing to the 
Purpoſe: the argument depends upon a Truth, which is common 
to all-Beings; and even to all abſtract Ideas; viz. that two can 
never be produced out of One, without a diuiſion: For, till One be 
divided, it will never became Three. Two more may be created 
indeed; but then they will not be o of the original One. And; 


this the Biſhop himſelf has proved; while he was endeavouring to: 


prove the Contrary :.: For he ſays, as I before obſerved; By reaſon 
« of the ſimplicity of the divine Eſſence, it is ;ncapable of Diviſion ; 
« and by reaſon. of its infinity, it is incapable of Multiplication d. 
Where then is the divine Fecundity ? It is impoſſible. that one 
ſhould become two; without becoming more than it was before in 
number: and every Production, that can be conceiv'd, without 
multiplication to increaſe the quantity, or divifion to increaſt the 
number, muſt be a new Creation. ' And the ſame conſequente muſt 
follow from his being generated without any Change in the original 


One.—In ſhort, to make Three out of One, and to divide One 


into Three, is the ſame thing. And to ſay that wo are any how 
produced from one original Subſtance (whether material or imma- 


Fd 


© Niceph. VIII. 18,—Seer. I. S. % op. 138. 
* Bos terial 


CHAPTER X. 93 / 
terial; it matters not) without alteration in the original One; is an 
abſolute Contradiction: it is to ſay ; that One becomes 7 bree, e 
while it continues to be but Ore; or that 7205 procede from the ori- 
ginal One, while they continue to be the ſame original One from 
. which. they procede; and ſo procede without any proceſſion. ; 
Another argument to prove that no Emanation can be from the 
Subſtance of an infinite Being, whether it be ſuppoſed to be mate 
rial or immaterial ; is taken from the nature of Infintt as we ar- 
gue with regard to infinite Space. For whatever is d td emane 
from what is infinite, muſt continue unalterabiy the ſame that it 
was before ſuch ſuppoſed Emanation: and will not (e. g.) produce 
another Space or another Sußfance, but the ſame identical Space 
and Subance : for what is infinite cannot be extended or produced ; 
nor any thing, emane, where there is no extra. And indeed, it is 
_abfurd to ſuppoſe, that it can he otherwiſe z conſiſtently with the 
- Intmutability df the divine nature. For the Supreme God and Fa- 
ther of the Univerſe ever was, and ever will: be, unchangeably the 
Same; without the leſt Alteration in his Subſtance or Attributes. 
And thoſe who think differently from this, will find themſelves. in- 
volv'd in inexplicable difficulties. . And it is this undemable 'Truth ; 
which militates againſt any literal Generation ot Prbuuction or Emi . 
fen from the divine Eſſence; whether it be ſaid to be exterior or Ma | 
terior.. For if it be ſuppoſed to be effected by any change in the 
divine Eſſence, it is inconfiſtent with his Immutability and neceſſary 
Exiſtence :: and to ſuppoſe it effected without any change, is to uſe 
words without meaning. An interior Production, fays Dr. Whitby, | 
either ſuppoſes fomething i in the Father, which was not in him be- 
fore that Prbde tion; or elſe nothing. If nothing it is the Pro- 
duction of nothing [that is, no Production]: If ſomething, then 
ne new will be in the Father by that Production; for a- 
Production can not be conceiv'd, where nothing new is produced . 
But nothing new can be produced in him, who is always woe od ap 'F 
and conſequently there can be no fuch Production ; 
Eſt ergo hujus Eſſentiæ ſubſtantialis Productio, rel non pro- . 
+ ducibilis habentis Ortus.“ 25 
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; . - Cumming! 5 opinion. examined, coneyrning ; the Gen ana | 9 the 
1 by  Senof God. 5 


81 x 4 


2 
e 


Church in London; whoſe Orthodoxy can no more be ſuſpected, 
thus Dr. Waterland's:;' (for he declares, ' I believe an my whole 
heart and ſoul, that Feſus is the great God abſolutely ſupreme 

over all-; and with great zele and fair argument. endeavours to 

ſupport his opinion:) argues upon this ſubject as follows, — 
elf the Son of God be God bimſelf, and of the ſame Eſſence 
4. with the Father; to which Eſſence it belongs to be uncauſed, or 
44 to exiſt neceſſarily ; the Son can have 10 Cauſe or uthor: but ! is 
„ as much without original, as the Father  himſelf®” And 
again, 4+ Men,” ſays he, “ may perplex a plane caſe MH words 
that have no meaning; but it is as evident, as that two and two 
„ make four; that whatever exiſts, muſt exiſt either by abſolute 

_ - «& . Neceſſity of Nature, or by the Will and Power of an qther, . And 
* whatever exiſts by the Will and Power of an other (in oppoſition 
. «to neceſſary exiſtence) is as much a created thing (whatever the 
manner of its exiſtence be) and as dependent on the ſovereign Will 
4 of that other, as the meaneſt animal. 

k it be ſaid, that the Son may have his Exiſtence, by abſclute 

<c Neceſlity.of N ature; and yet derrve his Being from the Will and 

„Power of the Father, as from the Supreme Cauſe ; I anſwer, 

e that if theſe words Derive, Will, Cau iſe, are underſtood properly i in 

« a philoſophical ſenſe, it is a contradiction in Terms.“ And Dr. 

 Whitly fays the ſame thing; © a neceſſary. emanation from the Fa- 

ther, by the Vill and Power of the Father, is. an expreſs Con- 

« tradition : becauſe N eceſſity in its very nature excludes all opera- 

4 tion of Will; though it may be conſiſtent with Approbation * 


2 p. 306. d bid, poſtſe. 223. ee Whithy's 3 with the Fathers; See. i ; - 
—Aniwer to Vaterland, pi. Jl. p. 19. to 13. af * by 20s 
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«| playing with words; than of a learned Divine: when, to this 


« „ , Every thing ibas exifs muſi be either God himſelf, ar 


very Orthodox to ſuppoſe, that ſomet hing may be Wente Bun e: 
.«« Since he muſt know, that the notion of the Son's being begorren, 


ub 


. ©. | . PAS $44 Ed, * 1 22 * 28 A 
generation 1is:here_ out. 
queſtion which relates to the Origination it elf—viz. 


not z. he is not an ungriginate Self. exiſtent Being: for if he were 


* + 


ſelf-exiflent, he could: not be ſaid to be generated or created; or to 


emane, ort be produced, in any manner whatſoever. 
To this Mr. Cumming aniwers, as follows; “ If it undeniably 
ee followed from the Son's be/ng begotten, that therefore he muſt he 


% dependent as to his Being and operations, on the ill and Power 


* 


| * | ; .. a 4 * q Ts 33: FOETY 4 
«. of the Father, as the Efe& on its proper Cauſe; (and conſe- 
% quently be the Father's Creature. :). I ſhould. from other things. 
„ jpoken. of in. Scripture, conclude without. heſitation, that the 


* 


out. See p. 328. 
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d-Cumming, p. 20 the. In the Reply to M aterland's Def. p. 301. the Dodor does not ſpealc | 
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045 Term San was purely wconomical'; and did not betong to kim Lich 
& reſpe& to his divine præexiſtent nature conſidered abſolutely.” 


But, (as he e himſeff, 07 merely Tp N © to his office of 
Meſſiah. 


The reaſon why Mr, Cumming, though very warm and fan 


's guine, does not conclude this without hefttation, is this; take it = 
Bis own wor ords. 4 I will not affirm, that Generation belongs to 
% the divine Pefſons abſolutely; neither will I preſumptuouſty 


« deny it—As it is not improbable, the terms Father and Son are 


«© purely economical . [relative to his office only] - -ſo an eternal nb. 
„ cefſary Generation or Emanation is not impoſſible ; nor can ever be 

% proved to involve Contradction.“ And again; „ itſufficiently 
„ anſwers my purpoſe, and ſhews the uncertainty of the firſt 
% Principle upon which Dr. Clarke and the reſt of the Arias build 
sd their doctrines of a derived dependent God; that they can never 
: « .certainly prove, that the Deity aſcribed to our Lord in Scripture 
« is founded in his Sonſbip; ; hor” yet the impoſſibility of ſuch an ter- 
nal 766%, generation, as would confeſſedly infer his being 
44 equally ſelfrexiſtent with the F ather,” a 


I imagine, Dr. Clarke (who was no Arian, but only { called by 


his fellow Chriſtians, becauſe they think it meritorious' to miſ- 
repreſent and abuſe one another) would readily have- allowed; that 


neither the Deity aſcribed to Chriſt in the Scripture, nor the Son- 
ſhip itſelf, can either of 'them be proved to. relate to his metaphy- 
ſical nature : I believe, he would rather have referred them to his 


ſpiritual Authority and Dominion, when he receiv'd all power in 


Heaven and Earth; or to his miraculous birth of the virgin Mary. 
But as to what Mr. Cumming ſays farther, of ſuch an eternal ne- 
ceflary Generation of the Son, as would confeſſedly imply his Self- 


exiſtence and Equality with his Father; it ſeems abſolutely n 


ſible: for the following reaſons: 


In the firſt place, becauſe a generation of any kind is incompa- 
tible with Se Hexiſtence and Equality: For Self-ex;, nence implies, in 


the very idea of it, that the Being is unoriginate* whereas genera- 
lion, in its very idea, implies Origination; and Origination implies 
Dependency: on another.” On the contrary, if an Equality in Ex- 
(tence. between the Father and the Son be ſuppoſed; ofie of theſe 


Conſequences muſt tollow— that Corift 1 is the Father himſelf, which 
is 


+ 


is Sabelliantſm ; and deſtroys the Exiſtence of the Son : or elſe that 
there are 2 ww Self-exiſtent Beings ; which is Polytheiſm. = | | 


Adly. An eternal Generation, in the true philoſophical ſenſe of 
the word Eternal, is another Contradiction: For Generation ſup- 


poſes a Production from and by ſome other; and, conſequently, that 


other who begets muſt exiſt prior to that which is begotten; 


the Production therefore cannot be properly and abſolutely eter- 
nal: nor is it orthodox to think ſo; but, on the contrary, that the 
Son himſelf exiſted before his Generation f.— The invention of 
Men hath been long enough upon the rack; to prove, in oppoſition 
to common ſenſe and reaſon, that an effect may be coeternal with 
the unoriginate Cauſe that produced it. But the propoſition has 
myſtery and falſehood written in its forehead ; and is only fit to 
be joined with Tranſubſtantiation, and other myſteries of the 
ſame nature. Novatian ſays exprefsly ; that“ he who is unori- 
“ ginate muſt neceſſarily exiſt before him that is originate s:“ 
and Eujebius ſays ; “ every one will confeſs, that the Father exiſted 
„ before the Son; and had a hypgfafis before him.“ And no 
axiom in Euclid can be more certain. It is one of thoſe truths 
which are hid from many. of the wiſe and learned, and reveled to 
Babes. And Arius argued very juſtly ; If the Father begat the 
* Son, he that was begotten had a beginning of his exiſtence bh.“ 
The argument uſed by St. Au ſtin in anſwer to this, will give us 
a ſpecimen of the ſophiſtry with which it was oppoſed. «© God is 
„* the Cauſe of all things; but that which is the ' Cauſe of a/l 
« things, is the Cauſe of his own Wiſdom. But God was never 
« without. his Wiſdom : therefore he is the eternal Cauſe of his 
« eternal Wiſdom or Word. Nor is he prior to his Wiſdom in 
„% Time.” —By the ſame kind of reaſoning it might be proved 


that, becauſe God created all things, therefore he created himſelf; 
and was the Cauſe of his own neceſſary exiſtence: which is a Con- 


. * 


tradition in terms. But did not this learned Father know, that 


Cauſe; but is as neceſſary as his exiſtence, and merely a mode of it? 


i f See ch. LX.—Cudzwerth, bob. n Socr, B. I. ch. vi. Lib. 73. quzſt. a 16. 
Bulli op. 245. Reply to Waterland"s Def. 251. 15 „ „ 1 
ONT II 'L 


the phytical neceſſity by which God is what he is, is no ACT; and 
that his Wiſdom is no EFFECT; and is not produced 7 any 
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Sicratestells us; that Hetius, who is looked- upon as an Arch-here- 

tie, having never had an academic Maſter, ſtuck cloſe to the Sophiſms 

of Ariſtotlès Categories: upon which account he could neither 
10 


{ 
* 


underſtand, how there could be a generation without a Beginning: nor 


how that which is begotten could be coeternal with him that begat 


it k. But ſurely he had no need to have read Ariſtotle; to fee what 


all mankind muſt aſſent-to at firſt hearing. However, it is no 
new thing to find men riſque their very. proofs of a God; in de- 
fenſe of human Inſtitutions, and a favourite Hypothefis. And this 
is the caſe of the preſent queſtion : For, if an Origmate Being can 


be properly and abſolutely eternal, and without Beginning; it will be 


impothible to prove, that there is any #noriginate Being at all. But 


990 


the Univerſe may be coeternal with its Creator ; and be created, 


ceſſion may be coeternal with him that begat him. 
5 dly. Since neceſſary Generation muſt Mea ciner the ſame, 

201 capable of no limitation; it could not be confined to one or 
two Perſons or Offsprings: but muſt be infinite. The ſtrict Equa- 


liſt, fays | Biſhop Ruſt, could not give any reaſon, why the Deity 


was not multiplied into an Infinity of Hypoſtaſes ; rather than 
have its progreſſion ſtopped at Three. Nay, it ſeems neceſſary, by 
their Hypotheſis ; that the Multiplication ſhould be infinite.—Por . 
the firſt Original Good communicating of himſelf to his firſt Pro- 
ductions, (according to the emanative fertility, of its own' exuberant 
fullneſs) If they did as fully receive his Life and Power, as he 


their author was himſelf poſſeſs'd of ; the Third would be as able and 
(by neceſſity of equal plenitude) would be as much cohHr ained (as 


I may fo ſpeak with reverence) to produce Three more; and fo 
on perpetually. And for them to ſay, that the number was 
limited to Three by explicit Will and Counſil, is to hazard the 
neceſſary exiſtence, and conſequently the Divinity of the two Hy- 
poftaſes ; and to induce ſuch an indifferency into the firſt and earlieſt 


operations of the Author of all things, as is inconſiſtent with in- 


finitely full Goodneſs; and no leſs ſo with abſolute Neceſſity : for 
abſolute Neceſſity, dependent on Volition, is a Contradifion. © 
For theſe reaſons, I ſhall make no ſcruple to conclude; that 
ſuch an eternally neceſſary generation of the Son, as would necgſa- 
rily imply his Se/f-exitkence and Equality with the Father, as Mr. 
Cumming ſuppoſes; is abſolutely impoſſible. J . 


* B. II. ch. 35 1 Phenix, Vol. I. P. 13, 


CHAP. 


„„ A r. I. 


4 4 frnmary view the difficulties ondich attend the horaboyſian 
* atth, and the arguments which are generally uſed by the an 


Ghriftians. is the d efenſe Fit; by way: of Queries, 9710 4 


Qu. 1. WHET H E R the notion of the One eee God. 28 
*." repreſented by the Athanaſians to conſiſt of three 3 


8 joined together by a perichorefis, like a threefold Cord -; 


two of them originate and one unoriginate: does not ſeem! to 
imply; that he is not a Simple, but a Conipound Being ? , 

Ws 2. Whether the notion of one Subſtatice only, to the three 
' Perſons ; as held by the Sabellians: does not deſtroy the real 
Trinity of Hypoftaſes, and only leaves a Trinity of Moges*? 

Qu. 3. Whether, if there be three Perſons zu gu. [ſubſtantial] 
in every reſpe& equal, and each of himſelf God; as declared by 
the P/eudo-Athanafians there can be any rea Uniiy ? 

Qu. 4. If there be three Perſons, in every reſpect equal; and theſs 
ir ia are all joined together in one Subſtance: by whether they 
will not be three Gods in one Subſtlance*? © 


9 5. Whether.i che nation of 4 Pariclardft, hy uhiah che. dibe- 


* nafan ſuppoſe the three Subſtances of the Father, Son, and holy 
Ghoſt are joined together, like a threefold Cord; ſo that with- 

out this there would be three Gods: is built 50 any Authority 
of Scripture? 

Qu. 6. Whether the Father and 80 are not repreſented i in the 
Scripture as ſeparate and d:/tin# Beings ; ſo that the one is reges 
\ Ts T&]p0g cpibpuc, another and diſtin& from the F ather in num 
ber: as underſtood by Juſtin Mariyrf? - 


Qu. 7. If they be not diſtinct and ſeparate Beings, how could one 


of 7 be born of the Virgin Ae, a, iftnft and ſe porate from 
the other two? 9) 


Qu. 8. Whether a Perſon, abſtracted and 8 ** its s Subſtance, 


1s not a-mere mode of Exiſtence and a it? 


Chap. iii. 31. » Ch. i. p. 88 « id. ns. -- 2 Bid. 33. 21. 
h. 1 855 f 2 : 


8 5 Bull. & Petav. c. ii. p. 18. 


— 


e 
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92 communicated to a non-entity. 
or mere mode of Exiſtence? 


Qu. 10, Whether any Perſon can poſſibly exiſt prior o, orpeferior 
to, or any-how ſeparate from, its Efſence? 

Qu. 11. If the Perſon of Chriſt cannot exiſt ofterior to. his Ef 
ſence; whether his Perſon muſt not be | ROTISIHATe | and unbe- 
gotten, as well as his Eſſence? 

Qu. 12, Whether a Plurality of Perſons - euifiinig originally. in the 
Infinite Being does not imply a Plurality of Gods? : 

Qu 13. Whether any Perſon can exiſt Hernally - in the infinite 
Being; who does not exiſt in it originally? * ' 

Qu. 14. Whether any Perſon can begin to exiſt in the a Na- 
ture or Subſtance, wherein it did not exiſt originally ; falving the 
divine Immutability? Whitby, 

o.. 15. Whether an unoriginate Being, who had no beginning, did 
not exiſt prior to Him, who bad a ae, and recely 'd his 
- exiſtence from him: 


- Qu. 16. Whether a Production can be cieternal with the 1 unorigi- 
nate Being who produced it? 


Qu. 175. Whether any one can. be begotten. mio Being, after his. 
Exiſtence? 


Qu. 18. Whether, if Chriſt exiſted, before he was begotten; he was 

not unbegottennr!? 

M 19. Whether it is poſſible t to Abe a perſon abo.i is Aeg de to 
be unbegolten? If God is unbegotten, as to his Eſſence; how can 
it be ſaid, that which is begotten is of his Eſſence? How can 
the ſame Eſſence be both begotten and unbegotten | ? Aetius. 


Qu. 20. hho N oy ens” can be nN in an unbegotten 
Manner! > * 

Qu. 21. Whether thes Son was W by the Fathbe voluntarily, 
or involuntarily? If involuntarily, then God was lead by neceſ- 
fſity of Nature; but if voluntarily, then the Will exiſted before the 
Son; which to aſſert, is to fall into Arianiſm. Epiph. Ancorat. 
Ch. EI. falſely marked LI. This is anfwered by Epiphanius; by 
faying, the Son was neither begotten with the Will of the F a- 
ther, nor without it; but by an excellency of nature: axx' de- 
Cc Quotes, But the queſtion. here returns. was the Son. be- 


8 | a P earſone. i Euſeb. & Sas 1 
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gotten voluntarily or involuntarily, by this ROGUE of N a- 
ture? oY 

On. 2 Whether a Generation into a Soblunos, poferio to an ex- 
iſtence as an attribute, can properly be 3 e 

* 25; e a Je Herz Jlent Su MANCE. can be generated. or pre 

uce 

Qu. 24. Whether the Generation of -A 5 He 2 Subſtance would 
produce any thing that was not before ? 

Qu. 2 5. Whether a ſeHexiſtent Subſtance, after its vention: or 
production, could continue to be Hex ent and unoriginate? 

Qu. 26. Whether the generation of the Son be fuch a Fragen, act 
of generation, as is the foundation of Paternity? 

Qu. 27. Whether, if the /elf-exifient Subſtance emed the Mp 
exiſtent Subſtance; the Father did not beget himſelf? _ 

| Qu. 28. Whether the generation- of the Son could be out of the 
Father's Subſtance, | Wiebe Ko diminution of the «tins * 

. 7 Þ 
of 29. Whether ani can be any Communication of Subſtance: to 
à Being, before his actual! Exiſtence? If not, 

Qu. 30. How could the firſt Originate Being receive. his Exiſtence 
[qua yivJai] by ſuch Communication? 

Qu. 31. Whether mere Communication of SobGince idaes: any 
thing more than alter the mode of Exiſtence; without affecting 
the exiſtence itſelf? every thing exiſting after ſuch a Communi- 
cation, which exiſted before; but only in another manner. 

Qu. 52. Whether Communication of Subſtance, ' 40:thout  Separa-- 
lion of Subſtance, will produce either an other. Subſtance or an 
other Perſon? _ 

Qu. 3 33. Whether Sn e of A a nl as 

the admiſſion of an other Being into Participation of Subſtance, 
is any new Production? or can poſſibly produce an other Perſon?. 

Qu. 3 4. Whether a partial Communication of the divine Subſtauce. 
is not a contradiction to his divine Incorruptibility:?. > - | 

Qu. 35, Whether a 7oral Communication of the divine Subſtance 
is not 12 impaſiouley F: and whether- it would produces an een 
Perſon? | : elt bannen 


= 


Ogg. 
* \ | f | Qu. 36. 
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Ou. 36. Whether a Communication. of. Subſtance, without any 
change, is not a contradiction? 


Qu. 37. Whether a Communication of the divine qubſience.” by 
Su change, is not zee üben "with. the. Tae e e 


Qu. 38. b. Whether: a Nei can communicate its Subſtance 0 Haſs | 


or beget its awn Subſtance? 


: Qu. 39. Whether the divine Subſtance os 4 communicated to 


the divine attribute of Wiſdom ; to which 1 it was eternally Joined 
by neceſſity of Nature) 
Qu. 40. If the Wiſdom of the 9 berate a Perſon diflint and. 
different from the. Father; whether the F. ather mou: not be agſe 
litute of his Wiſdom a? | 
Qu. 41. Whether there can be any Production out 4 an a infinite Sub. 
- ſtance, where there is no extra 5 
Qu. 42. Whether an interior Production can be made, without any 
change of the divine Subſtance; any more than an exterior one ? 
Qu. 43. Whether an interior Production, where nothing is produced; 


or an exterior Production, without any hagge; 3 can Ahe of them | 
produce a ſecond Perſon ? 


Qu. 44. Whether an interior. "Ph within the Subſtance of ; 


the Father, -[ 75 folg, ] is conſiſtent with the Production which 
the Atbanaſiant contend-for, and declare to be out of the Sub- 
ſtance of the Father Loe ds Slg]! 3 

Qu. 45. If the Perſon of Chriſt be any thing diſtin 3 5 his Sub- 
ance; as Biſhop Pearſon ſuppoſes; and Generation ſignifies to 
be born into a ſimilitude of Nature, as he likewiſe aſſerts; (rav 
To ve 0peoiov dcr /e ve, as Epiphanius expreſſes it 3) how can 
the Perſon of Chriſt be ſuppoſed to be generated by communi- 
cation of Subſtance only? 

Qu..46. Whether the SubPance can be communicated without the 
Attributes? 


Qu. 47. Whether the Subſtance | and Attributes can be communi- 


cated, without the Perſon? ' | 

Qu. 48. If both the Sudftance and Perſon of the Father be com- 
municated to the Son; whether he will not be the ſame Peron, 
as well as the ſame Subſtance, with the F ather * 


w At Alexand. See his Letter to Socrates, lib. i, | 1 5 
| 7 . Qu. 49. 5 


- o 
- * . 
\ * 
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Qu. 49. Whether there can be a Production, Has or out- + any One 
- Subſtance; without a Diviſion of that one ' Subſtance, rum or out 
which it is produced? 

Qu. zo. If any Subſtance procedes Hoa ane; ether it muſt not 
be ſeparated from th at one, , before it can become a fecond Perſon; 
or an other 46 

Qu. 51. If a ſecond Perſon i is produced Now the Father 8 Huß ange, 
of the ſame nature and Subſtance with the Father; and the Sub- 
ſtance be the Godhead, according to the doctrine of the Athana- 

; fans; whether he will not be an other God 48 

Qu. 52. But if this ſecond Perſon is not a Being or Sine ſepa- 

rate and different from the F ather 15 how can he be ſald to be 148 

duced? Irenaus. 

Qu. 53. If mere Communication of Subſtance be the proper Gene- 

ration of a Son ; whether the holy Ghoſt is not a Son, as well as 


the Logos? 
Qu 54- Whether : an indiviſible Diviſion, and a dj vided Conjun8tion, 


are not Contradictions? 


ä Ou. 55. Whether Chriſt otually deſcended from Heaven ; 3 ot only 


ria ? Bull. 
Qu. 56. Whether Chriſt aFually develied himſelf of . Glory; 
or whether it was only in APPEARANCE? Waterland. 
Qu. 57. Whether exiſtence in Idea or in Potentia be any real. ex · 
 - iſtence of the Things; or only of the Idea? 
Ou. 58. Whether any Perſon can ſuffer, without feeling Pain ? His 
lary. | 
Qu. fy Whether any Perfom- can feel Pain; 3 except in his own 
Boubſtance or Eſſenceʒ̃ ? 
Qu. 60. Whether an impaſſible Subſtance i is capable of feeling Pain 


in any Nature or Perſon ? 
Qu. 61. Whether if God is not One in Number, as well as in Na- 


ture; there is not more than One God: 
Ou, 62. Whether He is not the only One God; who bath no o Supe- 
rior, to whom no other was the Cauſe of his exiſtence, who is 
the head of the Son, and his God ? See the words of  Eufebius 


Quoted in Chap. 1. 
Qu. 63. Whether tho. wor Cod is not uſed i in  Seriprre in different 


ſenſes i 
Qu. » : 


eee, | E Tp E In Un? 


4 | _ ous "Whether any 'Being'\ can beta with 1 Atbanis 
| „ in 
= & 6s. Whether, two a . are not two Code py No 
_ . © 9 Qu. 60. Whether all communicable Perfections may not be com- 
municated to a created Being? And, if ſoo: | 
—_—  :; --: Qu. 67. Whether the incommunicable Lars co of of God + can be 
== 4 ' communicated to any Being? ch e 20. ee ene | 
= .. I Qu. 68. If all communicable Perfections may be communicated, to 
_ - a created Being: and 10 incommunicable Perfections can be com- 
1 municatedt to any Being; is it not profane and impious to aſſert, 
$ . Thbat God may not, if he pleaſes, give to a cr2ared Being, all the 
Cl | 8 Perfections that can be given to a begotten Being? and exalt him 
1 Oe above. all Principalities aud Powers, and make him our Crea- 
7 5 8 d Lord £55 King, with fpiritual dominion c over us, to give | 
= | Hwa Le to as many as he. will? 42% 
1 MN. 6 Vhether neceſſary « 1 EnEe, 13 the will of a an other; be not 
- Wc: gen! 1 een 8 
3 Oeder, ether generation c of Subſtance by necefſ 17 0 Nature, f is 
. Toe 1 700 % of Iimitation'; ; and We not. be infonite in its Fro- 
B 1008? 7 
| Qu. 71 Whether a hy rt Being i is not an td en Big and om Wh 
1 1 whether Origination does not im DP 7 Deen and  Inferiority, | 
. . "as much as Creation? 3 
| | | 8 72. Whether Cre 41 is ahy more a Derogation, COT; it is 
EE | common. to all except the Unoriginate One; than Exjſtence and 
| | Subſtance are derogations to the Duet One; both which 
| are common. to all Beings whatever®? <7 1275 ae) 
Qu. 73. If the Apoſtles themſelves were not ſuch 3 as. to 
| * underſtand the eternal generation of the Son to be rom the Fu- 
| lber 2 Subllance; as Jerom confeſſes: 8 how can fuch. a axis be 
W 0 ” neceflary to Salvation? + 
FY Qu. 74. If the Faith of the den wich, 8 to fo many af | 
1 5 3 _ theſe Queſtions, i is liable to few or none of. theſe <ifficultics; 18 it 


not more likely to be the t true and 1 Faith : A1 by 


— D 3 
Pc . 9 ear, As 1 — 
* 


w 


| a It i is upon this account that Plotinus ar Ko Fes God was 8 all Eſtence. He 3 
| | jut as ſafely have concluded, that he was above all Exiſtence : becauſe all other Beings exiſt. 
(Cadaverth, 585.) 'Conflantine ſpeaks in the ſame manner; as if God was above Eſſence : and 
| quotes it as the opinion of Plato. Oration to the Convent of Saints, ch. iii. and ix. in the 
ä | Works of E/ebius. : 


" 


P RET IT IH" 


= 


— 
3 
Rh o 
5 . r ² ( ²˙ 2 gee a; 
4 


1 10. H A T E. R. XII. 2 1 

aden. If. it had been reveled, that "the Son ? of FO was begotten 

From the, Fat bers Subſtantt; afl the above difficulties would 

A be aver-ruled by Aline Aut jority: but, as no ſuch 3 
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was 95 0 he exNence itſelf would not have been I 
5 tioned: and it might have been anſwered very properly, we 


Wes⸗ 


4 know not how; or, in the words of Conflantine, that it was ef. 


que rationbiss and with this anſwer both 
858 Arianr ſhoyld have acquieſced; -as-reſolv= 
n -- 2g the e. auſe and manner irtto the ſevret ways of Providence. 
We the Me Fn between en whe! Arians and ee, l was very 
eee be id not relate 1 2 to the! anner of the Son's 


1 5 0 +, - feed, divinis areani 


"wm 
e 


ious 20 a 


B- Tis 15.4 0 — 5 
B 10 941 f 19 LEES: 1 


aa 70 be im « 4 
e axis 1 

TTC 27 

* * — . * 4 * . a z A 

* 


> 
, A 1 Þ 7 N — ; . T7 - b ' 
$1 +» & q % 7 * 1. . 1 . i 2 * + x ; g p ; + 
1 1K | ; 5 39 7 i. bo. of 8 4 8 
1 mo < - ; oe 14 ; „ 5 "#4 i * 1 4# 1 1 , 15 * We AE 75 S TSS * 3 


L 
4 I . RS 
4 * ? F 4 F Ss 12 * 4 by 
4 * & 8 By 5 8 ry 
* * #6 * * 3 3 3 - > 2 þ 3 * 1 
F | 3 # a +> * on * * 45 % þ & 
3 * o ” N ia þ 
* * a * > * i 2 
bd N » * Þ 2 * . dts *a 1 A * 
8 N dy 5 1 * 4 a . 5 2 7 1 * 


, CY . * 5 P f F 5 * . g * N : 3 + 


10 315. * 2 


4. 4 235 12 1 54 . 1 


: That m many Tearned, Fora 970 ee ene deus re ne the n- 


Fon, 855 . 
Tr EEE 


PHE RE are er inge ihr es among the Chriſtians, who 


have obſerved; that the metaphyſical- nature of the Son of 


God is no where explaned or reveled in the Scripture, | They ob- 
. ſerve; that the words, ee Ges, chat he came ame from God, do not ne- 
ceſſarily relate to his Generation; but may as well relate to his Miſ. 
ſion: and the ſame words are uſed with regard to Men: that the 
New Teſtament never enters into ſuch metaphyſical queſtions; 
which only end in doubtful diſputations and diviſions, when con- 
ſidered as neceſſary to be believed in any particular manner: and 


therefore they totally diſapprove. of making a a ſubje&t fo contrary to 
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of the Chriſtian Revelation a matter of Chriſtian Faith 
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is no wert faisfed upon che ſubject; 
have taken to underſtahd theſe queſ- 
ions, are refſected- upon, on all ſides; as Heretic: 
hout rancour and IILWI 


theſt and otner miateriad conſiderations, many learned and pious 


Son are underſtoodrimotber;parta.pf Seriptupe; en be applied to 
his receiving the office of a Mediator ; as Dr. P 
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And ſo in Prov. viii. 22. the word «7c 
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tation by ſeveral eritical obſervations on other Texts . 
e "| "ERR 3 5 FL wn 463%; SEC, N «rt a7 A Pa nts 6 TO k 
Chriſt is required, it is never; required to believe him to be God 
formerly promiſed; '6r, What is 


the ſame thing, that he is the Son of God: becauſe the appellations 
of the Chri/? and the Sn of God are reciprocal, And he ſuppofes; that 
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Append. Ne IV. Obſervations on Dr. Waterland's Sebohd Def! p. 58, 39. 69. 72. 
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the words, of -. David ; Thou art my Hon, this 


he words of David; Thou art „ this day have I begoitoh 
thee : and the words of God; I will be fon bin Pathany.)ond He 
ſhall he to me 4 Sant; which were originally ſpalcen of Sam in a 
figurative ſenſe, and were in a moſt ſolemn manner applied to 
Chriſt s; gave occaſſon to this denomination of a Sn. And thence 
it came to paſs; that the . Chrift; or the-Meſſioh, and the 
Son of God, wete confideted/ among the Fewws and the diſciples of 
98 be reciprocal; as they appear to be, from many places of 
the SOS od to ⁰⁰— TTT... 


lew Teen. a ere þ 
Mr. Cumming 3 the ſame manner: and ſays, there is 
je old 


one place in the old Teſtament; where n, or Seed, or — 
denoting Fmqnation, is uſed of Mar but what manatithout any vier 
lence he 1mputed to refer to his Officeof Mediator br taths Qecohomy, 
of his Providence b. And it cannot be denied ĩhat,ãuthe Je wiſh ſerif 
of Phraſeology, to be the Sen of God, by way of preempence; Wag ta 
be the Miah; and to be the Meſſiah, was to bo the Se af Gods, 
. The places quoted by Limboreh, to prove that Meſtah and Songf 
Ged are reciprocal and cqnyertible terms g ate chef f fo. i. Gh. 
$9+. Mat. xv1. 16. compared wich Naar. viii. 49. and Lace ib. a. 
Nathanael auſwereth j Rabb, thou' art the Son of God; thou art ane 
King of 1/rgel. And when Chriſt aſked his diſeiples, uchom ſey 
ye that Iam? Per anſwered, aceording to St. Mart. Thou art 
Christ, the Son of the livin 8 Gad; arid, according to St. Mark, Thou 
| art the Chi; and, according'to'St.| Lake, Thou art the Chi of God, 
| —ln like manner when the high Prieftcadjured. Chriſt ta tell him 
i be be Chr#f, the Son of God: Matt. xvi, 63. (which is more 
lanely expreſſed in Lye xxii. the Biders aud the chief Prieſts 
Fad; if thou art the Chr, tell us ) and repeted the fame queſtion 
in the 7oth verſe, Art thoy the Son of "God? This planely proves, 
that 0 or Chriſt ot Son of God mean'd the ſame thing. And 


* 


. reg * * 
— — = ym — _ x ů— 
"IDE DG od — — —— - * 
_- — 
* 
2 


3 
— — 


* 


7 — —— 


1 
i 
it 

: 
: 
q 
{F 
. 
o 
, 


this, he lays, is the opinion of the moſt eminent of the Chriſtians; 

as Epiſcopius, Eraſmus, Grotius, &c. I ſhall only quote a few re- 

markable paſſages ; and refer my reader to the book itſelf. He 

tells us from Eraſmys; that the Expreſſion Son of Gad may be uſed 

of a Prophet, as well as of the Sor e God; and is £5, vſed 

by Chriff; and that when Peter confefleth Cbriſt to be the San of the 
* A 


ei. 7%: : * 23.Sgm. viii. 17. Bee Sykes on the Hebe==Appends Nel, 
of Of RT IT WT, 38,7, 5 
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Nuing God; though he ſpake by inſpiration, yet it ĩs not credible 
that be believed then fully, that Feſus was the Son of God as to His 
Nature; of the ſame Eſſence with him: and that, when Nathanael 
confefles him. to be the Son of: God, he had the ſame notion of 
him as St. Peter And Grotius ſays; the Son of God was a name 
commonly: given to the Maſias s and, that the Words of Nathanael 
are taken from the ſecond; Pſalm; which tha. antient Hebrews in- 
terpreted in. a myſtical Senſe of the Meſſias *.. And when TFeſus- 
is called by Peter, Cbriſt, ibe Son of the lying God; Mark and 
Eule uſe only the, ward:Chrjf ;- and fo they uſe. the wards as ſyno- 
nymous. And upon the words of Nathanael he obſerves, that the 
Son-of God means the fame as Meſfas + and laſtly, he obſerves; that 
Chit himſelf affirms the! Epithet Sz , God, was given him in that 


ee , i gs 
De. Whitby takes notice: that to be. gf; God, is the fime as to be 
| ſent: from Gody;to come from, Gd, or.to be the Son of God". And 
* "Biſhop Patrick;in his treatiſe called + ThaWitnefſes to Chriſtiauity, 
which he dedicated to Archbiſhop, Shelden,. lays it down in the 
planeſt terms; that theſe two expreſfions, Jeſus is the Chrif,” and 


go is the Son, of. God, are the ſame in meaning; and import his 


eing ſent into the World by Cad, as he profefied himſelf to be. 
And the:quotes-wath-approbafion, the, opinion of Jerom; that the 


=. ED «Apoſttes. were: not i yet; ſuch proficients, as to utiderſtand the 
= 4. eteinak Generation of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt from the Eſſence 


1 8 % £ 


of the Father, when; this-Phraſe, the San of God, was firſt uſed | 


* id 7 * 


| by them: which therefore could not ſignify any thing, but the 
| « Meſſiah promiſed and ſent. into the world by God, —And he cites 

« and approves of. Lactantius, that the name of Chrift was a name 
C , of Power and Deminion; ſignifying him to be their Sovereign. 
1 % Sic enim Fudæi reges ſuos appellabant; for in this Sty le the Fews 
1 * were wont to ſpeak of their Kings; which are called Chrjfs, or 
| «4; Gellner on BOT 
| Limborch ſays; it clearly appears, that the name Chr, or Son , 
: God, as an object of the Chriſtian, Faith, is not the denomination of 

E + Nature or Perſon ; but of an Office z, becauſe the Chrift, or the 
anointed ones, were appointed and conſecrated by their UnQion to 


| | „ il on the Heb,—Append, NoT, = 1 Laſt Thoughts, p.116 Patricks Wits 
3 nefſer, p. 10. 5 
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CHAPTER | XI ad 


ſome particular Office. Now the Senſe of any Propoſition depends 

on the connection between the Subject and Predicate; ſo that, when 
the Senſe of the Subject or Predicate appears, the Senſe of th: Pro- 
poſition is manifeſt. And therefore when Jeſus, the Subject of this 
Propoſition, ſignifies the perſon or man, at that time well known 
in Judæa, and famous for his miracles, and afterwards crucified, 

and at length raiſed from the dead, and carried into heaven; 
and Cbriſt or Son of God, . ſignifies an Office no leſs known 
among the Fexws, or rather a. man honoured with that emi- 
nent Office; to-wit, that famous King and. Redeemer of his 
people, ſo often promiſed to them by the Prophets; it follows, 
that to believe Te/us to be the Chriſt or Son-of God, denotes no more 
khan to believe that Jeſus is that eminent Saviour ſo long pro- 

miſed ; to whom the Office of ſaving Mankind was given by the 
Father, and who, to begin that Office, was largely endowed by the 
Father; and anointed, as it were, with the holy Spirit. Hence it 
is; that the Scripture, when it deſcribes the Faith by which we rare 

to be ſaved, makes no:mention of thoſe things which reſpect pro- 
perly his. Perſon and divine Nature; but his Offce n. And whatever 
elſe · is ſaid of his Perſon, is never required as neceſſary to be believed. 


This notion is alſo mainteined by Crellius and / olxogen: Crellius 


ſays; the Son of God, and Chriſt, generally denote the ſame thing 3a - 
the Scriptures; whereby it appears, that there is no neceſſity of 
deriving the ſignification of the term. Son of: God from an eternal 
GSeneration out of the: Subſtance of. the Father“. And Wolzoges - 
ſays; the Meſſiah, according to the common cuſtom of the Jews, 
was called ſimply and by way of excellence, the Son of God; as 
his. proper name: that the name. CHriſt or. Meſſiis, and the name 
Son of God, were in the Fewiſß uſage. taken for one and the ſame 
thing v. And it was for this opinion, that Profeſſor Roe was ſuſpended 
by the province of Holland; and articles were drawn up againſt ' 
him, to be ſigned by all the Preachers and Candidates for the mi- 
niſtry a: and yet this notion is confirmed by the Apoſtles, Who 
agree with the ancient Rabbins to interpret the- words of the ſe- 
cond Pſalm, „this day have I begotten thee,” to be ſpoken of 
Chriſt; and to relate, not to any eternal Generatian, but to the me 
which is referred to in the ſeventh verſe; „ to give him the Heas 

n Rom. x. 9,—1 Jo. v. 1. © Crell. op. tom. II. p. 272. Volxegen op. tom. I. p. 314. 
I vans's Second Letter to Mr. Cumming, p. 134. 130. | 


& then 


a” 


— Ras 


— — 


— — — 
. ̃ͥ ¹ r en nt nt ye en '» — 
. . 2 


— —-— 2 


— — — 


— — — = 
—— 
: — > 
—— - I 
— 
y = 2 oy 
= . 


- 
- — 
2 — — — — 


2 


* * 7 2 
k % 8 
bo : " : 
_ a y * * 2 
* - 
. % . 

, , * Y ö | 
1 ; 

Fr 
3 . — * 2 = "I 

* * . - 1 8 * * 5 * . L = 2 
K 2 f 8 4 2 p ö ? 6. 6 0 8 8 bt * 
** 5 ral - £ "i > 5 ay * . 1 8 - 22 LM " 8 nr 2 2 8 Ce 8 2 2 8 I" * _ £ * 15 1 2 A 5 
A — r , a rs ae Er IE P TTT . . ARE ee. a et, IA 
— * — — — han G8, ACS . : A ED 
= 


I = Þ * 
7 | | | 


ame our High-Prieſt: and thus it is interpreted by St. 
| % Paul; Chriſt, ſays he, glorified not himſelf to be made a High- 


Office: as I obſerved, the word Towoay| is uſed, Heb. in, 2. 


In an other place the Apoſtle ſays; God hath fulfilled the pro- 
miſe [given to the Fathers] to their Children, in that he hath 
raiſed Fefus from the dead; as it is alſo written in the ſecond 
Pſalm, Thou art my Son; this day have I begotten Thee“ 

And ſo the Fews ſpeak on Pf. Ixxii. 17. fliabitur nomen jus. For, 
ſay they, the Meſſiab's name is called Ferinon; qua ipſe filiaturus eff 
omnes dormientes in pulvere : becauſe he will make Sons of all that ſleep 
in the duſt . And the ſame Apoſtle tells us, that Chriſt obteined 
the name of Son from Inheritance, [not by natural generation] when 
he became ber of all things, which was after bis ReſurreQiong 

and relates to the ſame time as when he became our High-Prieſt : 
being made ſo much better than the Angels, ſays the Apoſtle, as 
he hath by zheritance obtein'd a more excellent name than they: 
for unto which of the Angels ſaid he at any time, Thou art my 
Son; this day have I begotten thee? And again, I will be to him a 
Father; and he ſhall be to me a Son”? The Apoſtle therefore does 
not ſpeak of any other Sonſhip or Generation, in theſe texts; than 
merely an exaltation to power and glory, in the ſame ſenſe in 
which Abarbanel underſtands the word, 4 Deo genitus; id eft, evec- 
tus in imperium non in Homines tantum ſed et in Angelos. And Chriſt 
explanes it in the ſame manner; in his anſwer to the accuſation of 
the Fes, that he made himſelf God. Is it not written in your 
„Law, I ſaid, ye are Gods? if he (Moſes } calls them God, unto 
« whom the Word of God came; how ſay ye of Him, whom 
„ the Father hath /an#jfizd and ſent into the world, thou blaſ- 
« phemeſt; becauſe I ſaid, I -am the Sonu of G Here he 
planely aſſerts himſelf to be the Son of God; becauſe he was ſanc- 


7 Mat, xxviii. 18. * Heb. v. 5. vide Sykes ad loc. | Midrach Tillim in Pf. xclii. 2 
*Ab.i.5.  *Jox- Sho '35t . e | | 
— 5 . tified 


words only Son appear to mean in ſome places the mo/t beloved or fa- 


en TEES SS ES | 
"ified and ſent into the world to lade apon him the Office of Meſſiah 
—And in this ſenſe Origen ſpeaking of Simon Magus, and fuch 
like perſons, ſays; they called themſelves the Sons of God, or the 


power of (God y; which he confiders as titles of like ſignification: 


and the learned and ingenious Mr. Bryant obſerves, that fo early as 
Homer's time, and long before, the Prieſts and Votaries were often 
ſtiled the Sons and Daughters of the Deity they ſervedes. 
It is very certain; that other words, which are equivalent to th 
of Son, are uſed in Scripture in the fame Senſe. Thus in the Ixxxvii. 
Pfalm, © I will make him my figft-born; higher than the Kings of 
'« the Earth:“ and ſo it is ſaid, . Iſrael is my firft-born*.” And the 


vdured; as when Jſaac is called the only. Son of Abraham, though 


Thmael was then living®. And Solomon is called the only Son of his 


mother, when ſhe had other Children by. David; as is obſerved by 


Bithop Pearſon*. And ſo the words muſt be explaned in the Can- 


Zicles d; my dove, my undefiled, is only one; ſhe is the only one of 


her mother; ſhe is the choice one of her that bare her; and yet 
ſhe had at that time a ſiſter . — In the New Teftament God is ſaid 
in the ſame tenſe to do many things, that Chriſt may be the - 


porn of many brethren f: and he is called the „int born of the 
whole Creations. Upon which Dr. Hammond remarks; tliat, beſides 


* 


the ordinary notion of firſt- born (which cannot ſo well refer here to 
Chriſt's eternal. Generation) it is uſed ſometimes for a Lord, or 


Peron in power; who hath the privilege of the firſt born, dominion 


rer all his brethren; and is fo uſed for a Prince b. — And God hath 


promiſed in the Revelation of St. John, He that overcometh 


+ ſhall inherit all things;“ and Iwill be his God, and he ſhall be 
my Sni. Here the future Sonſhip of him that overcometh is to 
be by Inheritance; as St. Paul deſcribes the Sonſhip of Chriſt to 

be: And theſe texts all relate to a State of favour and exaltation, 


* 5 
- 

* 
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And not to a lierul generation; becauſe: the Perſons are ſuppoſed to 
Have an exiſtence, Before they were made the firſt- born. Beſides, in 


a literal Senſe, there can be but one firſt-born: whereas the righteous 


* 


v dna cxlſ Hb. I. p. 44. and 64. - mant, vol. Il. p. 4. Ex. ir. Gen. 


xxii. 12. to 14. c 1 Chron, ili. 1, 2, 3.—Peatſon, 139. TCant. vi. 2 „ * Qgnt. 
viii. 8. Rom. viii. 29. E Col. i. 15, „E. Ixvlii. 27.— Job xviii. 13, &c. 
3 Rev. - : p ; : | 
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| are fail to come to the general aſſenbly my Church of the. 2 born 
-7pdcJoxn *, Arid conſequently: :the word can only ſignify in this 


| Phe dignity. and privilege ; the privilege of becoming. Sons of God 


by adoption, and Heirs of Gy" I Chriſt ; as the Apen 
he mh in ſeveral places. 1 Faotth 


At other times the Apoſtles carry: on the bgere 8 mention · 
ing Adoption; conſining it to a Souſhip by Generatiun: and yet, even 


pere, the Generation is Hgurative:; as, every one that loveth God is 


begotten of God en: and whoſöever believeth that Jeſus is the 
Clniſt, is begotten of God. How is this conſiſtent with the literal 
ſenſe of the words, that Chriſt is the only begotton ? And he is ſaid 
to beget us by the word of Truth *3 which explanes the Figure. 
And in-the {ame ſenſe the Miniſtefd of the Goſpel are ſaid to be- 
get Sons, when they convert to Chriſtianity; as St. Paul ſays of 
Oneſimus, I have. goon; thee through the Goſpel; 555 kee 
ae him his Son, be got ten in his bonds. inn 
It is moreover remarkable; that the vel Son of Cod was given to 
ide Jebovab Angel by Philo e: and this, without any notion of a 
literal generation from the Father's. Subſtance: and it is allowed 
by very learned Chriſtians, . that the Evangeliſts ſpake the ſame 
language with Philo, and the Jews of that age: and ät is therefore 
probable, that the phraſe was then underſtood figuratrvely; accord- 
ing to the eaſtern dialect. But be that as it may, we know that 
the Sons of Seth were called the Sons of God a; and the Angels, 
and Tfrael*, and Adam; and Cbriſt has given power to all who 
believe in him to become the Sons God; and to be partakers of 
the divine Nature*; and we are uſed to much harder figures of 
-ſpeech, in he. prophetic language; where God is. deſcribed not 
only as a Father, but a Haſbandv, and a Shepherd of his people; 
and they are, called his Spouſe, his Flock, his Vineyard, and are ſaid 
to be married to him; and to be fed and planted by him: And in 
ſhort, there can be no more reaſon for Chriſtians to believe a literal 
Sr of Ch riſt Kan the Father 's Rr, manly becauſe he 


* Heb. xii. 23. by Gal. i iv. . viii. 23, &c. oy oc ive 7. : * J i 
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CHAPTER: Ml. 213 
is called the Son of God; than to -ſuppoſe the ſame of Angels and 


Men, who are alſo called the Sons of God; 0 were W ay 
N to be alſo conſubſtantial with Him. 39 Fo 
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| The Conclufin. 


"ROM the whole of har has been ſaid in the 8 | 
concerning the philoſophical notions about the antemundane 
emden of the Son of God; (a ſubject, never once ſpoken · of 
through the whole new Teſtament 3) 1 hall make the following 
Obſervations and Concluſions. 
1. That the doctrine of the bomiouſians, which acai: the | 
Subſtance of the Son of God to be the infintie and impgfſible Sub- 
Nance of the Father; is inconſiſtent with the belief, that He dig 
actually deſcend from Hebrew, and ſuffer pain and'geath. Ani 
therefore a conſiſtent Chriſtian muſt either deny bis deſcent anf 
ſufferings ; as our moſt orthodox Divines have vot ſerupled to don! 
ot elſe he muſt give- up the belief of the homoonſan doctrine 
The former of theſe Doctrines, viz. that the ſame perſon, who Was 
in the beginning with God, did actually deſcend and ſuffer ; is 
founded on plane words of Scripture: the Hatter, that he did 4 
and could not deſcend and ſuffer; depends merely upon the decrees 
of Councils and metaphyſical Argument. 5 
2. In canvaſſing this Queſtion, there is no truſting to the opinions 
either of the Fathers or Councils; the opinions of both having 
been ſhewn.to be contradictory to one - another; and the Councils, 
to have been carried-on too often by Force or Fraud: and the 


8 Deerees of Couneils corrupted or forged. 


3. On the other fide of the queſtion, we find; that the Manat. 
rener, who1 in en believed the ſon of God * be the Angel 6f 


Dr. South ſays; it is iapaſtil, for the vine anc Chriſt to come down gp Heaven. 
Dr. Sherlock ſays; that properly it cannot be—Biſhop Fowler ; that he could not properly come 
down from Heaven, any more than God the Father; from whom he is inſeparable—Biſhop Bulk 
that his deſcent was aug. Dr. Waterland ; that it was only in appearance. Cyril,  Rpiphanias, and 
the Councils; that it was only a Soul aud Body that felt the pain of the Croſs : the Subltance of 
Chriſt, which was with God in the * being impaſſible. See Letter ULPs Uſcript, 
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the Covenant; and the modern very reſpeAtable Divines quoted in | 
the laſt chapter, aud others mentioned 1 in the tenth note of the firſt 
letter, and many other learned and pious Divines, believed; that 
the Son of God did actually deſcend from Heaven, and Rt the 
| pains of the Croſs, in the very fame Perſon, Nature, and Sub- 
fiance, in which he was in the beginning with God: and confe- 
quently, was paſſible in that Nature and Subſtance. And this opinion 
agrees, not only with the Apoſtles' Creed, as it is called; but with 
the new Teſtament itſelf, from whence all Creeds ought to be 
taken. And therefore there is no appearance of probability, in 
ſuppoſing it to be heretical; or that it is a greater ſign of obſtinacy 
or depravity of mind, to maintein this ſide of the queſtion; than 
the other, Which is called the Orthodox opinion by the Party 
which holds it. For though the homooufian doctrine prevales at 
Pretent, in the European eſtabliſhments ; - it is well known; that this is 
Dot the Caſe in Aſia; where the ancient Faith of the Antenicenes is 
ſtill preſerved: which the Europeans look upon as a Novelty or Inno- 
| vation in the Chriſtian Faith. For, as Archbiſhop Laud ſomewhere 
NH 13 obſerves, very well; „When Errors are grown-up by Age and Con- 
1 tinuance; they, which ſpeak for the Truth, though it be far 
= | older, are ordinarily. challenged for bringing-in new Opinions.“ # 
| | Time was, that the whole. World rejected the homooufian doc- 
[| „ trine; as 1 have obſerved: and it is remarkable; that the whole 
32 | Race of the Gothic Kings: was againſt it. And if it be true, that 
19 . the Neſtorian Council under Copronymus decreed the Arians to be 
orthodox, as Baronus aſſerts bd; and that they denied the Son to be con- 
dubſtantial with the Father, as Cornelius a Lapide tells use; and 
worſhip Chriſt as the Arians do*: the oppoſers of the homöouſian 5 
5 doctrine muſt be greatly the moſt numerous in Aſia at preſent*. lt 
d zs therefore ridiculous for the Europeans to think of determining 
the queſtion by a majority of Votes among their own Sects. And 
| the more 16, when we conſider ; that even the moſt Orthodox 
0 among them have long ago deſerted the great Athanaſius, the bul- 
| | wark of their party. For not a man, who calls himſelf a homö- 
8 buſian, has dared for many years to defend the doctrine of a Peri- 
N | choreſis ; though Athanaſius declares it to be ſo neceflary, to keep the 
: „ three divine Subſtances together; that, without the help of it, the 
| PP $omooufian doctrine is no better than Tritheiſm. 


1 Ad an. 754. ſect. 25, On Matt. xxviii. 19. Ad an. 690. ſect. 5. Sandi 
| | | Enuc. lib. I. p. 189. lib. III. 42. Edit. Coſmop. 
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4. It is certain, that no man, who thinks of building his Faith 

upon any but a ſandy foundation; can reſt contented with the no- 
tion, that his Religion is inconſiſtent with itſelf; or contradicts his 
underſtanding: it becomes every Chriſtian therefore,” for his own 
fatisfaQtion, as well as for the cauſe of Chriſtianity, - to be always 
ready to give an anſwer to every one that aſketh him a Reaſon of 
the hope that is in him. 1 Pet. iii. 15. And no Chriſtian, whatever 
his pretenſes may be, can poſſibly believe the Catholic Religion 
bor the Religion of the Church he belongs to) to be true; as long 
as he ſees, that it mainteins ſuch doctrines; as contradict the Chri/- 
tian Very, or the Religion of the Goſpel. The oppoſition .be- 
tween theſe two Rules of Faith, has occaſioned the Introduction of 
all our Errors; or rather, the Introduction of our Errors has oc- 
caſioned theſe oppoſite Rules of Faith: and theſe Errors will al- 
_ ways continue in the Church, till this deadly wound is healed; and 
the Religion of the Churches gives way to the Religion of the 
Goſpel. But this cannot be ſoon expected; becauſe the Religion of 
the Churches is a Religion, which men have made for themſelves; 
and lis generally eſtabliſhed by the Authority of the State. —How- 
_ ever, this is the only Cure that can poſſibly be found for this Evil. 
« This only I infiſt on,“ ſays Dr. Whitby ; that the controverſies 

« concerning the Trinity,“ [and I may add, on other material Sub- 
jects allo Jl « cannot certainly be determined by the Writings. of 

4 the Fathers, the decrees of Councils, or by the undoubted docu- 
« ments of univerſal Tradition ; nor 1s any thing to be believed or - 
« ſafely aſſerted, but what can be planely proved from the holy Scrip- 
4 tures f.“ The Scripture is the only Authority, to which Euro- 
peans and Aſiaties both will bow; and by which they will be deter- 
- mined: and, where the Scripture is ſilent, we have learned, by the 
experience of former ages, that the interpoſition of human Autho-- 
rity has always done more harm than good. No Chriſtian was ever 

_ perſecuted, fin'd, impriſoned, or burn'd, by Chriſtians ; for not ſub- 
icribing to the word of God: but very many have been, for not ſub- 
ſcribing to the words of Men: and it appears at the ſame time, from 
experience and fact; that the methods, which have been taken 
by Councils and Synods, to eſtabliſh Unity of Opinion by human 
decrees ; have been the very cauſe of their Diviſions aud Animo- 
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fities. While the Chriſtians were contented with the words of 
( ___  Seripturez that. Chriſt was of God or from God; ik Od; there was. 
1 : no dioiſion upon the queſtionwlien they added t6 this, by way 
5 \ of. explanation, and required it to believed ; that he was iu rr Sg 
x 7. or. from the Suhhlance of God; they divided into ſes, and 
mutdered one another. When they attempted to explane what they 
mean d by the words, ous. of the Subſtance of God ; they ſubdivided... 
Aud this muſt naturally be the caſe, upon the. Impoſition of 
human Comments of an Texts. Whereas, if the Words of 
Eripture, and what planely and undeniably follows from them, 
will not unite meu in the ſame ſentiments upon any Text; we may 
be. well aſſared, that there can be no neceſſity for union of ſenti—- 
ment upon that Text; much leſs any neceſſity for murthering one 
another, for diſagreeing about the explanation of it. When Chriſt 
preached to the common people, he did not expect them to have. 
 elear conceptions on metaphy ſical ſubjects; but only an plane prac- 
% / ² ˙üAAm.. æ5:mmmr ß ß 
5. As all parties before the Nicene Council. did agree, and all 
parties ſinee continue to agree; that we ought to honour the Son. 
even as we honour the Father; Fo. v. 2g. this eonfeſſion ought to 
be look d- upon as a ſufficient Evidence of the ſame Faith; without 
ſpecifying the metaphyſical Nature of either: and bind us together 
in the ſame Communion, and unite us together in Love as Members 
of the ſame body: however we may differ from one another in 
=. points of Philoſophy... e 1 5 3 
3 Eo * - Ts conclude; there have been ſo many diviſions made in the 
S 5 5 Church, fo much ill-blood raiſed, and ſo many dreadful murthers 
committed, under the pretenſe of preſerving the peace of tha 
Chureh, on both ſides of the queſtion upon theſe abſtruſe ſubjects; in 
which it is impoſſible for men of the greateſt Learning and Piety 
to be all of a mind: that. it is time to return to the plane Doctrine 
and Spirit of the Goſpel; and to underſtand it, every man for him- 
ſelf with the beſt help he can get, as well as he is able; and God 
will require no more of any Man: and ſo to become one fold under 
one Shepherd, and bear with: one another's errors and infirmities. 
For the breach of Charity is a more. heinous offenſe. in. the fight of 
God; than a thouſand errors upon this, or any other metaphyſical 
Subject whatsöever. N . N 
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An Epiſtle of Arius, &c. to Alexander 
0 we We f 8 - 


Ti our bleſſed Father and Biſhop Alexander, the Preſbyters and Dia 
l Health iy the Lord. = 


EHE Faith which we have receiv'd from our Anceſtors... - MN ” 
. kk: and learned: frem TRA, moſt bleſſed. Father, is this: = 
WT Yep We believe Ons God, alone unbegotten, alone eternal, 1 | 
XX. alone without beginning, alone true, alone immortal, 
Alone wile, alone immenſe, alone good, alone almighty,.. ' 
alone Judge; the Creator, Ruler, and Governor of all things, un- | 
moved and immut' able; juſt, good, the God as well of the. Law, 
as of the New Teſtament. . Who begat the only-begotten God, 
before all ſempiternal times; / ſempiterna tempora) by whom He-. 
created the ages and all other things. Moreover we ſay; that he 
begat him real. „and not in appearance only * and formed hi ma 
ſubſtantial . Being of ſuch a nature, as not to be ſubject to change 
33 or alteration; a perfect creature of God, but not like any other. 
Made, but not like other things: ſo Hilary reads. | Not, as Va- 
lentinus aſſerted, that this offspring was an emiſſion from the Fa- 
ther; nor, as Manichius held, that the ſame offspring was a part 
con ſubſtantial with the Father —nor, as Sabellius, who divided the | 
Unity [Hilary ſays, who. induced a Unity]; and called him a Son- - | 
| | . | | Father: 0 
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Father: nor, as Hieracas, as a light from a light, or a lamp di- 
vided into two: — Nor, in ſuch a manner, as that, when, he had 
exiſted befare, he was begotten afterwards;. and was then created 

into a Son: according as you yourſelf, bleſſed Father, in the middle 
of the Church and Seffion of the Brethren, oftentimes didſt confute 
' thoſe who aſſerted theſe things. — But, as we ſaid, we confeſs that 
He, being created; by the will of God, received life and exiſtence 
from the F ather; before all times 18 and by that Creation 
the Father beſtowed on him Glory and Splendor.— And we ought 
not to think, when the Father gave to him the poſſeſſion of all 
things, that he deprived himſelf of any thing, which he conteined _ 
in himſelf in an unbegotten manner. For he is the Fountain of all 
things. Wherefore there are Three Hypo/laſes; the Father, the 
Son, and the holy Ghoſt. And God, as he is the Cauſe of all 
things, ſo he is the Only one of all things without beginning. But 
the Son, being begotten; before Time, and created and made before 
Ages, did not exiſt before he was begotten : but being begotten 
without time and before all things, he is alone produced. by the 
Father alone. For he is not coeternal with the Father, nor &Gin- 
genit [unbegotten together] with the Father; nor hath he his ex- 
iſtence together with the Father: as ſome ſpeak, (concerning rela- 
tions r Tpog 74) who make two unbegotten Principles. But, as 
Unity is the Principle of all things, ſo God is before all things; 
wherefore he is alſo before his Son Chriſt: as we have learned 
from you, when you preached it in the middle of the Church. 
Wherefore, as He received of God Exiſtence and Life and Splendor, 
and whatever elſe was conferred on him; on this account God is 
his Origin and Principle. For God is befote him, and above 
him, (prior ac princeps } as being his God; and he was before him, 
becauſe Chrift came forth from him. But if we underſtand theſe and 
the like expreſſions, I came, and I come from the Bowels of the 
Father, as a part of the Conſub/tantiality ; or an Emiſſion, or Produc- 
tion, o as ſome do; the Father muſt be compounded, divi- 
ſihle, and mut'able, and even, according to them, corporeal ; ſo 
that, as far as in them lies, God, who is without Body, will be 
liable to all the accidents of Body. We wiſh you well in the 
Lord, bleſſed Father. 1 „ 8 
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Artus J Euzoius Js cundus of Pentapolis. "IIA 


»Cethales ll ucius 0 Theonas, an African. 5 
1 8 F ppiſtus, placed by the Ariane at 4 
Achilles | bee 110 VRG * 
Carpones 5 Menas * See Epipb. Her. 69. 85 75 8. Baſil, i 
Sarmatus | Helladius] * | p.. 113; Hil. lib. iv, and vi. de . 


Arius 75 Lajos 9 


Tris. Baſil, p 585 & 87. 


e 1 Controverſy, Biſhop jp Rowdy ih was, for 1 time 


; doubtful which party to eſpouſe; one while approving of one party, 


and another while of the oppoſite one. But at laſt he aſſented ta 
the Homooufians; and ordered: Arius to: reject the reaſons of the 


_ fide,” and follow the ſame opinion with himſelf. Niceph. viii. | 


. 5. And when he could not perſuade; him, and many of the. 

Bithsps and: Clerks of that dioceſe * with Arius ;- NM 
Alexarider excommunicated: them all. And, while thefe things 
were doing, Arius wrote >the \ allowing lexer to ae SPC. 
of Nicomeava. i” | : | 


Alis, 8  Fpitle to alu, _ of Named 


T 0 1 hs e man of God, faithful... erthedox Euſebius ; Fae 
whom Biſhop Alexander perſecutes unjuſtly upon account of the Truth 


which nen eee ka ere 1 on 5 e walth + in the 


AS my father Ammonins was going to Nicomedia a, 1 thought 1 
ſhould act agrẽably to my Order and Duty, te addreſs you by 
bim; and at the ſame time inform that ſettled Love and Affection 
which you bear to the brethren. for the ſake of God and Chriſt, how 


greatly the Biſhop oppoſes and perſecutes us; leaving no ſtone un- 


turned, to baniſh us inngcent men out of the City; becauſe we do 
Not aſſent to him, whey he teathes publicly in this manner.— The 
Father is always, the Son always, the Father and Son together. 


For Niceph. lib. viii. C. — * Tved, lib. iir Hzr; 69. 
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The Son coexifts with God, in an unbegotten manner. God does 
not præexiſt before the Son one ſingle moment; not even in thought. 
„Gol is always, the. Son always, the Son is out of the Father him- 
- ſelf. And becauſe Euſcbius your brother (Biſhop) of Cæſarea, 
and Thepadtus'(Bifhop) of Laamicen, and Paulinus (Biſhop) of Tyre, 
and Athungſius Fin of Anarſarbus, and Gregorius { hop) :of 

Berytus and Arrius (Bithop) of Dydda in Palaſine, in ſhort all the 
Orientals, aſſert; that God, who is without beginning, is prior to the 
Son; they are anathematiſed: except only Prhilogonus (Biſfiop) of 
Antioch, 'Hellanicus (Biſhop) of Tyipolitanum, and Matarius (Biſhop) 
of Ferufalem; who are Heretics and unlearned: Some of which 
. ay, that Cr is an Eructation, others a Promotion, others con- 
genit '(unbegotten with the Father); whoſe impieties we cannot 
Boar, hob zhithe Heretics ſhould threaten us withiten thouſand deaths. 
IE wethads profeſſed, and continue to profeſs our aſſertion and 
opinion; that the Son is not unbegotten, nor by any means. a part 
of the unibegotten; that he did not exiſt of, or from, any Subject 
[any thing before exiſting, as the Subject out of which be was 
made] but by Will and Deſign before times and ages; and that he 
is plenary God only begotten (7Ayens ©co; proveyerng) invariable, and 
was not before he was begotten or created, defined or made, for 
he was not unbegotten. We ſuffer perſecutions; becauſe we have 
ſaid, the Son hath a beginning; but God ' hath no beginning. 
Upon this account we ſuffer Perſecutions; and becauſe we have 
.aflerted, that he is of, or out of, nothing. But this we have 
aſſerted, in order to deny that he is a part of God; or exiſted from 
any Subject. Upon this aecount we ſuffer perſecution: the reſt 
you know. God grant you health; and remember our affliction: 

O truely Collucianiſt bd. | ee 


'b Lacian the Martyr, who ſuffered under Mariminrt, held the fame Doctrine; and Dupin 
Gays, all the Chiefs of the party were his diſciples ;: one of theſe was Eu/ebirs of C gſarea (tas 
-mous for his iriendſhip with Pampbiles another Martyr), who ſolemnly declares the faith he 

Aeld to have been the faith of thopriminre Chu. 
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0 | Sperate has given. us the foll wing letter 4 Conflantine to Arias 


Pg 


„ | Conlanine, Viaer, Maximus, Auguſtus, to Arius. 


TÞ was ſome time apo ſignified, to your Gravity, to come to our 
Court to be introduced to our Preſence; which makes me won- 


der, that you did not immediately comply with the Order. Now 


therefore upon the receipt of this make haſte, and come in a public 


carriage; that, after experiencing our benignity and regard, you may 


return to . 4. own native 2 {308 "uy you, my well. 


1 the eint 5 this . we 1 * told, that Arius pre- 


, 


ſently ſet· out for Conflantinople-; with Euzoius, who had been de- 


graded with him: that the Emperor admitted them to his pre- 


ſence, receiv'd them graciouſſy; and commanded them imme- 


diately to draw-up in writing a Libel © of their Faith : which 
op ORR, fo did ; and it is as follows. 


Number III. . 1 He 
The — Arius and Euzoius, 43. fo Conſtantine. 


22 and Euzoius to our moſt eeligious and moſt pious Lord, 
„ i hand  Confiantine, the Emperor. 6 


| According tc to the order of your Piety, moſt 3 to God, 
our Lord the Emperor, we do declare our Faith; and in 


writing profeſs, in the preſence of God, that we aud all our 


adherents do beli ieve as followeth. 


I. E holicns:3 in one God, the Father F : _ in his Son 
W Jeſus Chriſt our Lord; who was made by him, begotten 


before all ages, God the Word, by whom all things were made 


e The word Libel is uſed by the 9 of Euſebius, Socrates, &c. to figni'y a than. 
Writing, Schedule, or Scroll: the Greek word is ge, , The Author has ventured to take 


the mn liberty. 
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both in Heaven and in Earth : who came down from Heaven, 
and was incarnate, and ſuffered, and roſe again, and aſcended into 

the Heavens; and will come again to judge the quick and dead. 

And in the holy Ghoſt, in the reſurreQion of the fleſh, the life of 

the world to come, the Kingdom of Heaven, and one Catholic 
Church of -God, cending vin one End of the Earth to the 
other. This Faith we have receiv'd from the holy. Goſpels; the 
Lord himſelf ſaying to his diſciples, Go, teach all Nations in the 
Name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the holy Ghoſt, If we 
do not thus believe theſe things; and truely admit of the Father, 
Son, and holy Ghoſt, as the whole Catholic Church and the. 
Scriptures, which we believe in all things, teach us; God be our 
Judge, in this world; and in that-which is to come. Wherefore, 
moſt holy Emperor, we beſeech your Piety; that, as we are Ec- 
eleſiaſtics, and hold the Faith and Senſe both of the Church and 


| holy Scriptures; by thy pacific and religious Piety, thou wouldſt 


rejoin us to our mother the Church; all controverſies and vain: 
wranglings being filenced : that we and the Church, living in 
tranquillity, may join our uſual prayers with one accord for the 
peaceable and pious ſtate of your kingdom, and all your family. 
See Soc. lib. I. ch. 26. $14 Vj eat an | 
This form of Faith ſo pleaſed the Emperor; that he not only 
reſtored Arius, but recalled Secundus, Biſhop - of Ptolemais, and 
thoſe that were with him, and Theonas, Biſhop of Marmorica, &c. 
But this could not be Arius the Arch-heretic, as is ſuppoſed: becauſe 
we are told by Socrates, lib. I. c. 33, that this Arius and Euzoms 
were not reſtored and joined to the Catholic Church; before the Je- 
ruſalem Synod, in the year of Chriſt 33 5: whereas Arius the 
 Arch-heretic was recalled fromiexile long before; as the «+ Peniten- 
* tiary LibeI” of Euſebius and Theognts atteſts, Socr. lib. I. ch. 14. 
for theſe returned from baniſhment in 328; and this libel mentons 
the return of the Arch-heretic, as what had happened ſome time be- 
fore. And Valęſius refers to his Second Book of Eccleſiaſtical Obſer- 
vations, to prove that Arius was dead before the Feruſalem Synod ; 
and conſequently all the filly Story of his death, which is told by 
Socrates, lib. I. 37, 38. Ses. 11. 28. Athanaſius in Theod. 1. and 4. 
&c. was an invention of the Homooufrans ; to caſt a ſlur upon his 
charaQer, OG | Fe 1 0 
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Fiftor Conſtantinus Maximus Auguſtus, to Alexander and Arius. 


E underſtand that this was the ground of the preſent Con- 
troverſy.— That you, Alexander, enquired of your Preſbyters, 


what every particular man's opinion was concerning a certain Text 
of Scripture ; or rather concerning the part of a fruitleſs controverſy ; 
and that you, Arins, inconſiderately | vented ſuch ſentiments, as 
you ought either not to have conceived at firſt; or, if you had had 


fuch - conceptions, it had been your duty to have let them be 


buried in Silence: upon this a diſſenſion has been raiſed between 
vou; Communion is refuſed; and the moſt religious populace, rent 


into two factions, is ſeparated from the harmonious Unity of 


the whole body Wherefore let both of you, mutually pardoning 
each other, quietly accept of what your fellow ſervant doth rea- 


fonably adviſe to you. But what is that? It was your duty, nei- 


| ther to have aſked ſuch queſtions at firſt; nor, if propoſed, to- 
have made any return thereto. For ſuch queſtions as no law does: 


neceſſarily limit or preſcribe, but are propofed by the contentiouſneſs 
of an unprofitable vacancy from buſineſs; (although they may be 
framed to exerciſe and-employ our natural parts, yet) we-ought to 
confine within our own breaſts, and not inconſiderately divulge: 


them in public aſſemblies; nor unadviſedly commit them to the ears 
of the vulgar. For what perſon among a thouſand is ſufficiently 


qualified, either accurately to comprehend the full efficacy and 
nature of things ſo ſublime and profound; or to explicate them 


according to their worth and dignity ?— Or, ſhould any man look 
upon this as an eaſy performance; how ſmall a part of the vulgar 


will he induce to be fully perſuaded thereof? Or what man can, 
without danger of falling into groſs Errors, inſiſt upon the accu- 
rate diſcuſſion of ſuch nice Controverſies ?—In queſtions therefore: 
of this nature, Loquacity ſhould be bridled and reſtrained; leaſt, 
either through the frailty of our nature, (we being not able to 
explicate what we propoſed). or through the ſlowneſs of. ous 
auditors underſtanding what they are taught, being unable (at 
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rately to apprehend our diſcourſe; from one of theſe cauſes the 
people be reduced to a neceſſity+ of Blaſphemy or Schiſm.— 
Wherefore let an unwary queſtion, and an inconſiderate anſwer, 
with both of you mutually pardon each other, - For this conteſt 8 
is not kindled upon an occaſion. of any Principal or Chief Com- 1 
= mandment of our Law : neither have you introduced any new Hereſy 
= concerning the Worſhip of God. But you both hold one and the | 
= 8 ſame opinion; ſo that you may eaſily cloſe in a conſent of Com- | 1 
munion with each other. For whilſt you thus pertinaciouſly contend 
about Trifles, and things of no importance; it is not convenient, 
that ſo numerous a people of God ſhould be under your cate and 
government; becauſe of your diſſenſion with one another: nor is 
it only miſbecoming, but it is alſo judged to be altogether unlawful. 
. Now that I may advertiſe, your Prudence by a ſmaller inſtance, I 
will tell you. You know, even the Philoſophers themſelves, how 
8 | they are all united in the profeſſion of one ſect; when as, not- 
[488 withſtanding, they frequently diſagree in ſome part of their: aſſer- 
2 ” tions. But although they do ſometimes jarr, in the very perfection 
th | of Knowlege; yet becauſe of the agreement and union of their. 
LET, Sea, they do again cloſe in a mutual conſent. Now if it be ſo 
..-  ' amongſt them; it will certainly be much more reaſonable, that 
; vou, who are the Miniſters of the moſt high God, ſhould in like 
| 8 m.maanner be unanimous in the profeſſion of the ſame Religion. — 
3 But let us now with more accuracy and greater attention inſpe& 
EE. and deliberate upon what has been ſaid : whether it be juſt and 
R equitable ; that becauſe of the trivial, vain, and pertinacious con- 
—_ teſts between you about Words, brethren ſhould be ſet in array as 
HS it were againſt brethren: and that that venerable Aſſembly ſhould, 
Wo: - upon your account, who contend with one another about things 
fo ſlight and in no wiſe neceſſary, be rent aſunder by an impious va- 
© Tiance, —Theſe conteſts are poor and mean; and do become a ch1/difh 
BE Ignorance, rather than agree with the gravity of Preſbyters and 
prudent men.—Let us of our own accord depart from the Tenta- 
tions of the Devil.---Our great God, the'Saviour of all men, hath 
reached forth a light common to all men. By the aſſiſtence of 
whoſe Providence, give us leave who are his ſervants, that we may „ 
j 55 ſucceſsfully finiſh this our Endeavour; that by our exhortation, 
KV = | diligence, and earneſt admonitions, we may reduce you to a 
3 . ER e 
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meaning, and one covenant of the Deity.---But as for theſe ſlender. 
and light queſtions; which with ſo much niceneſs you diſpute. of, 


confine them in your own thoughts ; and keep them within the 


ſecret repoſitories of your own minds.---Let therefore an unalter- 


able and excellent common friendſhip, a belief of the truth, 
the honour of God, and a religious obſervance of his Laws, te- 
main amongſt you firm and immoveable; return to a mutual 
friendſhip and charity; reſtore to the whole body of the people 
their uſual Embraces. And be you yourſelves (having, as it were, 
purified your own ſouls) acquainted again, and renew your fami- 
liarity with one another. For friendſhip is frequently more ſweet 
and pleaſing, after the occaſion of the enmity is laid aſide; return to 


a reconciliation again, Reſtore therefore to us peaceablè and ſerene 
days, and nights void of ſollicitude; that, during the reſidue of our 
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and make reſearches into, among yourſelves; although therein 
you do not all agree in the ſame opinion, yet it is your duty to 
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life, we may have the .pleaſure of that pure Light, and the joy f 


a quiet life reſerved for us. Which if [we ſhall not obtein] we muſt 


neceſſarily groan, and be wholly ſurrounded with tears: nor ſhall. 


we finiſh the reſidue of our life without great diſquietude.---For 
whil'ſt the people of God (I mean our fellow ſervants) are rent 


in ſunder, by this pernicious and indiſcrete diſſenſion which they _ 
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